Federal Aviation Administration — Requlations and Policies
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee

Airport Certification Issue Area
Friction Measurement and Signing Working Group
Task 1 — Review Part 139


http://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/rulemaking/

Task Assignment



[4910-3]
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee; Friction Measurement and Signing
Working Group

AGENCY: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of establishment of Friction Measurement and Signing Working
Group.

SUMMARY: Notice is given of the establishment of the Friction Measurement and
Signing Working Group of the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC). This
notice informs the public of the activities of the ARAC on airport certification issues.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Robert E. David, Assistant Executive
Director, Airport Certification Issues, Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee, Office
of Airport and Safety Standards (AAS-300), 800 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, telephone (202) 267-3085; fax (202) 267-5383.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Federal Aviation Administration has
established an Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC) (56 FR 219, January
22,1991; and 58 FR 9230, February 19, 1993). One area of the ARAC deals with airport
certification issues.

Task
Specifically, the working group's tasks are the following:

Review Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 14, Chapter I, Part 139 and supporting
material, previous studies and surveys, procedures and interpretations for the purpose of
determining if it would be appropriate to undertake rulemaking and/or develop policy
relative to performing friction measurement to be used in the maintenance of air carrier
runway surfaces; and

Review CFR Title 14, Chapter I, Part 139 and Advisory Circular 150/5340-18C,
"Standards for Airport Sign Systems," and supporting material for the purpose of
developing a notice of proposed rulemaking which would require these distance
remaining signs at some or all the airports certificated under part 139.

If deemed appropriate, draft for ARAC notices of proposed rulemaking for each task
proposing new or revised requirements, supporting economic analyses and other required



analyses, advisory and guidance material, and any other collateral documents the working
group determines to be needed.

Reports

A. Recommend time line(s) for completion of the tasks, including rationale, for
consideration at the meeting of the ARAC to consider airport certification issues held
following publication of this notice.

B. Give a detailed conceptual presentation on the proposed recommendation to the
ARAC before proceeding any further with the tasks.

C. Give a status report on the tasks at each meeting of the ARAC held to consider airport
certification issues.

The Friction Measurement and Signing Working Group will be comprised of experts
from those organizations having an interest in the task assigned. A working group
member need not necessarily be a representative of one of the member organizations of
ARAC. An individual who has expertise in the subject matter and wishes to become a
member of the working group should write the person listed under the caption FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT expressing that desire, describing his or her
interest in the task, and the expertise he or she would bring to the working group. The
request will be reviewed with the Assistant Chair of the ARAC for airport certification
issues and the Chair of the Friction Measurement and Signing Working Group, and the
individual will be advised whether or not the request can be accommodated.

The Secretary of Transportation has determined that the formation and use of the ARAC
are necessary in the public interest in connection with the performance of duties imposed
on the FAA by law. Meetings of the ARAC to consider airport certification issues will be
open to the public except as authorized by section 10(d) of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Meetings of the Friction Measurement and Signing Working Group will
not be open to the public, except to the extent that individuals with an interest and
expertise are selected to participate. No public announcement of working group meetings
will be made.

Issued in Washington, DC, on October 4, 1994

/s/
Robert E. David
Assistant Executive Director for Airport Certification Issues,

Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee
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Mr. Nicholas A. Sabatini

Associate Administrator for Regulation and Certification
Federal Aviation Administration

800 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, DC 20591

Dear Mr. Sabatini:

On June 21, 2001, the ARAC Airport Certification Issues Group met to vote on two
issues that remained open from one of our working groups. The final recommendations
from the Runway Friction Measurement and Runway Distance Remaining Signage
working group (WG) were presented to the Issues group for discussion and submission to
FAA. The following is the recommendation of the Issues group:

Task 1, Friction Measurement: The WG recommends regulatory action to
amend 14 CFR 139.305, Paved areas, and submitted a draft notice of proposed
rulemaking (NPRM), titled "Runway Friction Measurement,”" dated January 29,
1999.

The WG stated that consensus had been reached on the need for a rule change to
part 139. This NPRM (see attachment) contains the WG's draft regulatory
language and preamble discussion, but does not contain a regulatory evaluation
(cost/benefit analysis), nor has it undergone a legal review.

ACTION: ARAC voted unanimously to submit the NPRM recommendation to
FAA for action, completing this task.

I request that this task be closed as it is now complete.



Task 2, Distance Remaining Signs: The WG recommends no regulatory action
(majority opinion) on the signage task. As consensus had not been reached by the
WG, both the majority and minority opinions were reviewed.

The Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA) holds the minority opinion that
regulatory action is necessary to ensure all airports have the required signs.

The majority opinion (all other WG members) stated that no regulatory action is
necessary, as voluntary compliance already has resulted in approximately 97

percent of all airports having the requisite signage in place. A regulatory action
would not have a corresponding impact for the time/resource allocation needed.

ACTION: The ARAC voted, with dissenting opinions, to recommend no
regulatory action to FAA, closing the task. The ARAC also recommends that
FAA actively pursue ensuring advisory circulars detail the important benefits of
proper signage, encouraging the remaining airports to apply smart business/safety
practices. The dissenting opinions were from the members of ARFFWG and the
National Air Disaster Alliance, who joined ALPA in registering their concerns
over possible safety issues if regulatory action was not taken.

I request that you close the Runway Distance Remaining Signage task without a
regulatory action.

Best regards,

;z‘,gmj.

Ian A. Redhead
Assistant Chair for ARAC Airport Certification

Ben Castellano, FAA
Jennifer A. Banks, ACI-NA
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE TASK

In 1994 after two tragic and highly publicized accidents involving regional air carriers, the
Secretary of Transportation, in response to certain safety recommendations from the National
Transportation and Safety Board (NTSB), announced the department's intention to require air
carrier aircraft operating aircraft with 10 to 30 seats to comply with FAR Part 121. Part 121
carriers are required to operate into airports which have been certificated by FAA under 14-CFR
Part 139. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) did not have congressional authority to
certificate the small airports. Later, FAA asked the U.S. Senate to introduce legislation that would
authorize FAA to establish regulations for the certification of those airports served by regional
carriers using aircraft with 10 to 30 seating capacity.

In 1995, Senator Wendell H. Ford (D-KY) introduced S.682, a bill to provide for the certification
by the FAA of airports serving commuter air carriers. Recognizing that certification would have a
significant financial impact, Sen. Ford urged FAA to work with the industry toward the goal of
enhanced safety.

THE PROCESS

FAA's program for seeking industry advice on possible regulation is the Aviation Rulemaking
Advisory Committee (ARAC). Under the ARAC program, a Working Group (WG) was appointed
to study the regulatory and nonregulatory effect on the airports, airlines and others potentially
affected by the proposed legislation.

The Working Group is composed of appointed members from the following organizations:

American Association of Airport Executives (AAAE)
Airport Council International-North America (ACI-NA)
National Association of State Aviation Officials (NASAO)
Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA)

Regional Airline Association (RAA)

National Air Transportation Association (NATA)

Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA)

Landrum & Brown, aviation consultants

Also serving with the WG were representatives from FAA's airports certification office, legal staff,
and office of economics.

The WG met five times and held one telephone conference call. The members are scattered
throughout the country - from Alaska to Maine to Dallas; however, most are from the Washington,
D.C. area. There was no budget for the study. Most of the administrative functions ‘have been
provided at the expense of Landrum & Brown, including recording and distributing meeting
minutes and compiling and distributing survey information. :

At the first meeting, the representatives were polled for their initial view on the subject of
certification of small airports. Some members indicated a preference for the "do nothing"
approach, believing that no problem exists, and therefore, no solution is warranted. Others believed
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that 14 CFR Part 139 should be extended, in its entirety, to the airports involved. Others felt some
level of certification might be advisable.

All members were aware of the limited resources available from the Airport Improvement Program
(AIP), the trust fund upon which most public use airports rely for capital improvements. To
redirect dollars for certification of the approximately 360 small airports potentially affected by the
proposed legislation would surely be at the expense of other larger airports. Also, of concern was
that, in addition to the "start up" investment for capital improvements and equipment, the budgets
of small airports might not be sufficient for the recurring operations, personnel and maintenance
costs associated with a certification program.

Of significant concern to the WG was the potential for small communities to lose air service if the
airport sponsor could not meet the impending expenses, thereby, losing jobs, industry, and
economic development opportunities. Further, if the cost of certification resulted in higher fares,
passengers could choose to drive rather than fly, thus representing a higher risk to their personal
safety. Those representatives on the WG whose memberships primarily consist of general aviation
users expressed concern that the additional costs would be passed on to all airport users, most of
whom may not want or need the additional services.

Also of concern was the lack of data, from any source, to indicate that airport conditions had
contributed to any accident for the type air carrier operations being studied. This fact caused some
members of the WG to conclude that certification of small airports might be a solution in search of
a problem.

The WG designed and distributed a survey to each of the airports potentially affected. The results
indicated the need for further information; therefore, a telephone survey was conducted to gather
more specific information. The more information that was gathered, the more the WG became
convinced that significant emphasis will need to be placed on education and enlightenment,
whether or not the WG's final recommendation resulted in a regulatory or non-regulatory approach.
‘Oftentimes, the person responsible for supervision of an airport was someone whose primary duties
were for an entirely different function of government, for example, public works, parks and
recreation, city or county management, etc. Some confessed that they were not sufficiently familiar
with airport certification issues to understand and complete the survey. All indicated a willingness
to provide safe facilities but lacked knowledge, personnel, and funds to make costly improvements.

The WG reviewed Part 139, line by line, to discuss the applicability of each provision. A majority
opinion began to develop that indicated that a regulatory approach was not necessary, but rather a
safety familiarization and education program would be more helpful. It was suggested that the
target airports could be included in the FAA's 5010 program which is contracted to NASAO.
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A minority position was taken by the ALPA members of the group, mostly with regard to aircraft
rescue fire fighting (ARFF) equipment and personnel available on or adjacent the airport in order to
meet a three minute response time. The report of the assigned economist would later indicate that
the outcome of those accidents which had occurred at airports served by 10 to 30 seat air carrier
aircraft would not have been different had ARFF capabilities been available. The minority opinion
also maintained that the presence of emergency medical assistance at the airport would provide
additional benefits for the travelling public.

In the last days of the 104th Congress, at the urging of ALPA, legislation was passed to authorize
the FAA Administrator to certificate small airports after identifying and considering a reasonable
number of regulatory alternatives and to select from such alternatives the least costly, most cost-
effective or the least burdensome alternative that will provide comparable safety at airports being
served by aircraft with 10 to 30 seat capacity.

Also, the WG was advised by the FAA that a regulatory approach had been decided on. Further,
the WG was instructed by FAA that it should finish its work quickly so that FAA could consider
the WG's recommendations in its rulemaking.

The work of the WG was severely hampered by the lack of continuity in the appointment of an
economist to develop the cost/benefit study. Three different FAA economists were appointed to
the WG, and all three advised that the study was not considered to be their highest work priority.
No budget was assigned to the WG; therefore, the expertise could not be sought outside FAA.

During the time that the WG awaited the results of the cost/benefit study, the FAA directed the
ARAC-Certification Issues Group Chair to direct the WG to hold its last meeting, try to reach a
consensus, and make a recommendation to be submitted to the Issues Group. A deadline of
January 9, 1997 was given by FAA. The WG was further informed that if a recommendation was
not made, FAA would proceed with its development of the regulation without the WG's input using
the work papers available.

Members of the WG are disappointed that they were not permitted to complete their work. They
were further dismayed to learn that FAA would be willing to disregard the WG's recommendations
if conclusions could not be reached and submitted by the deadline, especially in view of the fact
that the WG's progress was continually delayed due to FAA's lack of provision for technical
support.

THE RECOMMENDATIONS
Despite lengthy discussions, the ARAC-WG did not reach agreement on all aspects of airport

certification. As a result, ALPA has developed a minority position which differs from the
majority's in six areas.
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The majority opinion is that a non-regulatory approach could have accomplished the desired
effect. However, since regulation has now been indicated, the majority has drafted its suggested
revisions to Part 139. It places more emphasis on education directed at accident prevention rather
than accident mitigation and upon developing a comprehensive plan for responding to an
emergency and for ensuring airfield safety. The Working Group majority clearly feels that the
limited funds available to these small airports would be better spent on accident prevention rather
than on accident mitigation.

The minority recommendation, among other things, stresses the need for availability of ARFF
equipment and personnel on or near the airport for a three (3) minute response.

THE CONCLUSION:

The members of the Working Group have voluntarily accepted the challenge of undertaking this
study and have taken their charge seriously. "Zero Accidents" has always been their goal whatever
their role in the aviation industry. The members wish to thank all those who provided advice,
furnished data or otherwise contributed to the process and progress. The Working Group earnestly
hopes that its recommendations will be helpful in the development of a cost effective, non-
burdensome plan for enhancing safety for the affected airports, airlines and passengers.
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II. INTRODUCTION

In April 1995 the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) asked the Aviation Rulemaking
Advisory Committee (ARAC) to review Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 139
and develop recommendations concerning which requirements would be applicable to airports
that have scheduled air carrier service with aircraft having a seating capacity of 10 to 30 seats.
Part 139 prescribes rules governing the certification and operation of land airports which serve
any scheduled or unscheduled passenger operation of an air carrier aircraft having a seating
capacity of more than 30 passengers. An airport serving scheduled air carriers would be required
to operate under an Operating Certificate, where an airport serving unscheduled air carriers
would be required to operate under at least a Limited Operating Certificate.

Specifically, the FAA asked the ARAC to:

. Consider categorizing the requirements applicable to these airports by the size of the
airport, or some other means to achieve specific safety objectives, while minimizing
the operational and economic burden;

o Consider alternatives to providing aircraft rescue and firefighting services for
operations at these airports;

o Consider conducting a survey of the airports that would be affected by these
requirements to determine what safety practices are already being conducted and the
operational and economic impact of full certification; and

. Recommend applicable requirements, including a reasonable compliance period,
taking into account economic and operational factors.

Where it appears that it is not reasonable to apply a Part 139 requirement, the ARAC was asked
to examine alternatives to the requirements to determine if there are other means to ensure an
equal level a safety.

The ARAC accepted the task and established a Commuter Airport Certification Working Group
(hereafter referred to as the Working Group) under the Airport Certification Issues Group. The
Working Group is comprised of representatives of the FAA, aviation groups (NATA, ALPA,
RAA, AOPA and NASAO), state DOTSs, airport operators, and aviation technical advisors that
provide a diverse range of ideas for discussion. See Section VI for a list of members names,
addresses and affiliated organization.

A. ALTERNATIVES
During the first meeting on June 26-27, 1995, the Working Group prepared a list of four possible

options that could be implemented on new Part 139 rules for air carrier operators with 10 to 30
seats. These options are as follows:
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. Option 1 - Change Part 139 to read 10 passengers instead of 30. Exceptions to these
rules would be required for some airports; :

e  Option 2 - Make no changes to Part 139;

o Option 3 - Modify Part 139 to include smaller airports, but suggest changes in
requirements to reduce the economic impact on airport sponsors; and

*  Option 4 - Establish a non-regulatory “industry standard” for these airports with
further direction and educational assistance from the FAA and various aviation
industry groups (i.e., AAAE, RAA, etc.).

Option 4 was added to the list during the October 10-11, 1995 meeting. These options were
discussed at great length during this meeting and the Working Group decided that a survey of the
applicable airports should be conducted to determine the possible impacts of implementing any
one of the three options.

B. AIRPORT SURVEY’S

The Working Group identified 375 airports that receive service from commuter aircraft and that
are either not certificated or hold a “limited” certificate that permit operations of unscheduled air
carrier aircraft. A two-page survey form was prepared and mailed to each of these airports,
requesting responses on questions concerning ARFF capabilities, hours airport is staffed,
certification status, annual enplanements, the presence of marking, lighting and signage, and
capital and recurring costs of certain equipment and procedures. Forty-eight of these airports
were selected for a follow-up telephone survey. An additional phone survey was conducted of
seventeen airports that are voluntarily complying with full Part 139 requirements. The results of
these surveys are provided at the end of this section of the report.

C. WORK PLAN

Also, during the June 26-27, 1995 meeting a preliminary two phase Work Plan was prepared and
submitted to the ARAC Chairman for approval. This Work Plan was modified based on the
ARAC Issues Group comments. The final July 27, 1995 Work Plan was approved by the ARAC
Issues Group and is presented at the end of this section of the report.
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B. Airport Surveys




NAME OF AIRPORT

SURVEY FOR AIRPORTS
RECEIVING COMMUTER AIRLINE SERVICE

NAME OF PERSON RESPONSIBLE

FOR MANAGEMENT OF AIRPORT

TITLE

TELEPHONE NUMBER FAX NUMBER

*x Kk Kk k ok

1. Does your airport serve commuter or air carrier aircraft landings on a scheduled basis?
Yes No

Check which aircraft seating capacity is appropriate.
10-19 seats 20-30seats __ 30plus __

2. What was the total number of annual enplanements for 19947

3. Does your airport have: '
() Airport Operating Certificate per FAA Part 139
() Limited Operating Certificate per FAA Part 139
( ) No Federal Certificate

4.  Is the airport staffed 24 hours per day? ()Yes ()No

5. Do you have rescue/firefighting capabilities? ( ) Yes ()No

6.  Is the airport firefighting facility manned 24 hours per day? ()Yes ()No

7. Does your airport have: (check all that apply to your airport)

(
(

(
(

NN AN AN~

NN AN

)
)

)
)

N N’ N’ N’

N’ N

lines of succession of airport operational responsibilities

a grid map or other means of identifying locations and terrain features on or
around the airport which are significant to emergency operations

a system for runway and taxiway identification

document listing of each obstruction required to be lighted or marked within
the airport's area of authority

a description of each movement area and its safety area

procedures for maintaining paved areas

procedures for maintaining unpaved areas

procedures for maintaining safety areas

procedures for maintaining the marking and lighting systems for the runways
and taxiways

snow and ice control plan

emergency plan

procedures for maintaining the traffic and wind direction indicators

(Continued On Back)



10.

Does your airport have: (check all that apply to your airport) (Cont’d.)
() procedures for performing airport inspections

() controlling ground vehicles crossing runways and taxiways
() procedures for obstruction removal, marking, or lighting
() procedures for protection of navaids

( ) procedures for performing wildlife hazard management

() procedures for identifying marking and reporting construction and other
unserviceable areas
() procedures for airport condition reporting

Does your airport maintain Notice to Airmen (N OTAM) capability?
()Yes ( )No

Check if your runway(s) and taxiway(s) have:

R/W /W

( ) Marking ( ) Marking
( )Reflectors () Reflectors
() Lighting () Lighting
() Signage . () Signage

For airports that have in place any of the six equipment and/or procedures below, please
report what are the capital (fixed) costs and ongoing yearly recurring (variable) costs. For
those airports that do not currently have any of these six items, please estimate the capital
and maintenance costs of installing and operating them.

Capital Recurring  Capital & Maint. Costs
Items Costs Costs Installation & Operating

Aircraft Rescue & Firefighting Equip.
Airfield Marking and Lighting
Airfield Inspection Procedures
Airfield Staff Training

Airfield Discrepancy Reporting
Airfield Pavement

11.

Comments:

Please mail or FAX your completed survey to the address listed below:

Landrum & Brown

c/o Russell Blanck

11279 Cornell Park Drive
Cincinnati, Ohio 45242
Phone: 513-530-5333
Fax: 513-530-5748

S:\95ARA\972704\2Y10470.PAP




III. COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS

A. INDUSTRY PROFILE

A difficulty in determining the number of airports potentially affected if part 139 were to be
required for all airports with part 135 scheduled airline service is that such service is particularly
dependent upon Essential Airport Service (EAS) funding. Consequently, current information
may not reflect the airports that would be affected because changes in future EAS funding levels
would significantly affect the number of these airports. With the understanding that the situation
can change, this report is based on current information.

The initial data source, which provided the initial number of potentially affected airports, was the
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC) Working Group’s Summary Database for
Airports Receiving Commuter Service by Aircraft With 10 to 30 Seats. For those airports whose
manager did not respond to the survey, the National Association of State Aviation Officials
(NASAO) Internet site was used to complete the airport certification status information based on
each airport’s Form 5010 Landing Facility Detail. The Federal Aviation Administration’s
(FAA) Information Systems Branch then reported the number of departures in November 1996
of: (1) scheduled part 135 airplanes with more than 9 and fewer than 31 seats; and (2) scheduled
part 135 airplane departures with fewer than 10 seats. In addition, the Department of
Transportation (DOT) provided a list of airports where the scheduled aircarrier received EAS
funding in August 1996. On that basis, the non-Alaska airports initially developed for the
ARAC Survey were classified into the following 6 categories:

[a—y

. Non-Certificated Airports with Scheduled Part 135 Airplanes with >9 and <31 PAX;

N

. Non-Certificated Airports with Scheduled Part 135 Airplanes with <9 PAX;

(98]

. Non-Certificated Airports with no Scheduled Part 135 Airplanes;

4. Limited Certificated Airports with Scheduled Part 135 Airplanes with >9 and <31 PAX;
5. Limited Certificated Airports with Scheduled Part 135 Airplanes with <9 PAX; and

6. Limited Certificated Airports with no Scheduled Part 135 Airplanes.

The results are found in the Tables 1-6 at the end of this chapter. (Note: There were also a
number of airports in the ARAC Survey that were part 135 certificated. These are not listed in a
Table.)

Briefly summarizing those tables, there are 38 non-certificated airports with part 135 scheduled
airplanes with more than 9 but fewer than 31 seats. The number of daily departures range from
1.0 to 7.2 (with one exception of 11.5 departures) with an average of 3.5 departures. Airlines
servicing 23 of those airports receive EAS.

In addition, there are 48 part 139 limited certificate airports that have part 135 scheduled airplane
service by airplanes with more than 9 but fewer than 31 seats. The number of daily departures
range from 0.8 to 9.3 with an average of 3.9 departures. Airlines servicing 26 of these airports
receive EAS.
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In addition, (as more fully explained in the Compliance Cost section) 13 of the non-certificated
airports that had responded to the ARAC survey were resurveyed to obtain a better understanding
of the impact that applying part 139 to those airports. Further, their annual operating budgets
and the number of staff at these airports was also collected. As seen in Table 7, the operating
budgets are generally between $250,000 and $400,000 while the number of staff ranges from 1 to
5. The important result from this rather limited survey is that these airports are very small with
very limited operating budgets. In fact, 36 of the 38 airports are small entities under the DOT
definition of a small airport entity. Consequently, many of them do not have the financial
resources to afford any substantial annual expenditures to operate in compliance with part 139
even if EAS funding were maintained.

TABLE 1
NUMBER OF DEPARTURES OF SCHEDULED PART 135 AIRPLANES
WITH >9 BUT <31 PAX AT NON-CERTIFICATED AIRPORTS

(November 1996)
No. City/County State ID DPM DPD EAS
1. Lake Havasu Ariz HLL 216 7.2 N
2. Show Low Ariz SOW 97 3.2 N
3. El Dorado Ark ELD 86 2.9 Y
4, Harrison Ark HRO 102 3.4 Y
5. Jonesboro Ark JBR 43 1.4 Y
6. Mountain Home Ark 2M9 81 2.7 N
7. Carlsbad Cal CRQ 345 11.5 N
8. Inyokern Cal IYK 143 4.8 N
9. Hana Maui Haw HHN 60 2.0 N
10. Mt. Vernon Il MVN 55 1.8 Y
11. Quincy il UIN 215 7.2 N
12, Spencer Iowa SPW 217 7.2 N
13. Augusta Me AUG 102 3.4 Y
14. Bar Harbor Me BHB 127 4.2 Y
15. Rockland Me RKD 166 5.5 Y
16. Cumberland Md CBE 100 3.3 N
17. Manistee Mich MBL 97 3.2 N
18. Glasgow Mont GGW 42 1.4 Y
19. Glendive/Dawson Mont GDV 67 2.2 Y
20. Havre Mont HVR 42 1.4 Y
21. Lewistown Mont LWT 83 2.8 Y
22. Miles City Mont MLS 83 2.8 Y
23. Sidney Mont SDY 46 1.5 Y
24. Wolf Point Mont OLF 67 2.2 Y
25. Keene N.H. EEN 121 4.0 Y
26. Alamogordo N.M. ALM 79 2.6 Y
27. Carlsbad N.M. CNM 156 5.2 N
28. Clovis N.M. . CVN 81 2.7 Y
29. Gallup N.M. GUP 164 5.5 N
30. Santa Fe N.M. SAF 114 3.8 N
31. Silver City N.M. SvC 40 1.3 Y
32. Dickinson N.D. DIK 170 5.7 Y
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33. Enid OK WDG 47 1.6

34, Ponca City OK PNC 69 2.3

3s. Brownwood Tex BWD 42 1.4

36. Del Rio Tex DRT 94 3.1

37. Bryce Canyon Utah BCE 30 1.0

38. Bluefield W.Va. BLF 76 2.5
TABLE 2

NUMBER OF DEPARTURES OF SCHEDULED PART 135 AIRPLANES
WITH <9 PAX AT NON-CERTIFICATED AIRPORTS

(November 1996)
No.. City/County State ID DPM DPD
1. Harrison Ark HRO 18 0.6
2. Canyonland Utah CNY 42 1.4
Fields/ Moab
3. Anacortes Wash 74S 373 12.4
4, Friday Harbor Wash FHR 937 31.2
5. Oak Harbor/ Wash 76S 483 16.1
Wes Lupin
TABLE 3
NON-CERTIFICATED AIRPORTS WITH NO SCHEDULED PART 135
AIRPLANE SERVICE
(November 1996)
No. City/County State ID DPM DPD
1. Sedona Ariz SEZ
2. Springdale Ark ASG
3. Bermuda Dunes Cal UDD
4, Bishop Cal BIH
5. Imperial Cal IDL
6. Cour D’Alene Id COE
7. Kokomo Ind OKK
8. Ocean City Md N80
9. Fergus Falls Minn FFM
10. Clarksdale Miss CKM
11. Pascagoula Miss PQL
12. Kearney Neb EAR
13. Albuquerque/ N.M. AEG
Double Eagle
14, East Hampton N.Y. HTO
15. Aurora Ore UAO
16. Sugarland/Hull Tex SGR
17. Green River Utah U34
18. Monument Valley Utah TIV
19. Orcas Island Wash ORS
20. Wausau Wis AUG
Municipal
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TABLE 4
NUMBER OF DEPARTURES OF SCHEDULED PART 135 AIRPLANES
WITH >9 AND <31 PAX AT PART 139 LIMITED CERTIFICATED

No.

PN BN~

AIRPORTS
(November 1996)

City/County State ID DPM DPD EAS
Kingman Ariz IGM 41 1.4 Y
Page Ariz PGA 81 2.8 Y
Prescott Ariz PRC 152 5.1 Y
Hot Springs Ark HOT 139 4.6 Y
Merced Cal MCE 24 0.8 Y
Visalia Cal VIS 54 1.8 Y
Cortez Col CEZ 139 4.6 Y
Danville il DNV 102 3.4 N
Marion nn MWA 125 4.1 N
Sterling/ Rock Falls 1l SQI 92 3.1 Y
Bloomington Ind BMG 76 2.5 N
Ottumwa Iowa O™ 46 1.5 Y
Great Bend Kan GBD 83 2.8 Y
Hays Kan HYS 72 2.4 Y
Liberal Kan LBL 74 2.5 Y
Manhattan Kan MHK 183 6.1 N
Hagerstown Md HGR 264 8.8 N
Alpena Mich APN 213 7.1 N
Iron Mountain Mich IMT 188 6.3 N
Sault Ste Marie Mich CIU 145 4.8 N
Fairmont Minn FRM 92 3.1 Y
Grand Rapids Minn GPZ 90 3.0 N
St. Cloud Minn STC 252 8.4 N
Thief River Falls Minn TVF 86 2.9 N
Cape Girardeau Mo GGI 45 1.5 Y
Alliance Neb AIA 96 3.2 Y
Chadron Neb CDR 92 3.1 Y
Grand Island Neb GRI 250 8.3 N
Norfolk Neb OFK 102 3.4 N
North Platte Neb LBF 100 3.3 N
Scottsbluff Neb BFF 103 3.3 N
Las Vegas/ Nev HSH 120 4.0 N
Henderson
Las Cruces N.M. LRU 109 3.6 N
Ruidoso N.M. SRR 30 1.0 N
Massena N.Y. MSS 38 1.3 Y
Devils Lake N.D. DVL 123 4.1 Y
Jamestown N.D. IMS 123 4.1 Y
Williston N.D. ISN 161 5.4 N
North Bend Ore OTH 163 5.4 N
Brookings S.D. BKX 102 3.4 Y
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41. Huron S.D. HON 173 5.8 N
42. Mitchell S.D. MHE 92 3.1 Y
43. Yankton S.D. YKN 102 3.4 Y
44, Cedar City Utah CDC 98 3.3 Y
45. St. George Utah SGU 280 9.3 N
46. Vemal Utah VEL 49 1.6 Y
47. Rutland Vt RUT 90 3.0 Y
48. Beckley W.Va. BKW 164 5.5 Y
TABLE 5

NUMBER OF DEPARTURES. OF SCHEDULED PART 135 AIRPLANES
WITH <9 PAX AT PART 139 LIMITED CERTIFICATED AIRPORTS

(November 1996)
No.. City/County State ID DPM DPD EAS "
1. Carbondale Il CKM 42 1.4 N
2. Frenchville Me FVE 42 1.4 N
3. Fairmont Minn FRM 4 0.1 Y
4, Ely Nev ELY . 42 1.4 Y
TABLE 6
PART 139 LIMITED NON-CERTIFICATED AIRPORTS WITH NO SCHEDULED
PART 135 AIRPLANE SERVICE
(November 1996)
No. City/County State ID DPM DPD EAS
1. Mammoth Lakes Cal MMH N
2. Lamar Col LAA Y
3. Chicago-Meigs Il CGX N
4. Anderson Ind AID N
S. Elkart Ind EKM N
6. Gary Ind GYY N
7. Mt. Comfort Ind MQJ N
8. Valparaiso Ind VPZ N
9. Goodland Kan GLD N
10. Menominee Mich MNM N
11. St. Paul Minn STP N
Downtown

12. Worthington Minn OTG N
13. Clarksdale Miss CKM N
14. West Yellowstong Mont WYS N
15. Hastings Neb HSI Y
16. Astoria Ore AST N
17. Galveston Tex GLS N
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TABLE 7
ANNUAL REVENUES AND NUMBER OF PERSONNEL OF THE RESURVEYED

AIRPORTS
No. City/County State ID  Annual Operating No. of Staff ARRF 24 hrs
Budget
1. El Dorado AR ELD $105,000 2FT/IPT N N
2. Lake AZ HLL $310,000 4FT Y N
Havasu
3. Inyokemn CA IYK $300,000 2FT Y N
4. Kokomo IN OKK $250,000 3FT ? ?
5. Sidney MT SDY $89,000 IFT Y N
6. Keamey NE EAR $400,000 4FT ? ?
7. Keene NH EEN $254,000 2FT Y N
8. Alamogord NM ALM $81,000 2FT Y N
9. Gallup NM GUP $140,000 4FT Y N
10. Enid OK WDG $1,000,000 S5FT/7PT Y N
11. Ponca City OK PNC $265,000 3FT Y N
12. Brownwood TX BWD $346,000 SFT Y N
13. Moab UT CNY $40,000 1PT ? ?
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B. BENEFITS

The method used to review the potential benefits for bringing non-certificated airports into part
139 was to collect all part 135 scheduled commuter airlines accidents and incidents that have
occurred at all airports. There are two reasons for using this method.

The first reason is that it increases the available pool of part 135 accident and incident data. For
example, between 90 percent and 95 percent of the November 1996 part 135 scheduled airplane
operations occurred at part 139 certificated airports. Given the very low accident rate for part
135 scheduled airplanes, limiting the sample of accidents and incidents only to those that have
occurred on non-certificated airports could overlook infrequently occurring types of events that
could occur at a non-certificated airport. Thus, incorporating accident and incident data from
part 139 airports can be used, not to serve as a basis of comparison between non-certificated and
part 139 certificated, but, rather, to illustrate potential events and provide a basis for a proactive
means to indicate potential problems that may eventually occur at a non-certificated airport.

Second, comparing the post-accident consequences of part 135 scheduled airline accidents and
incidents that have occurred at part 39 certificated airports, part 139 limited certificated airports,
and non-certificated airports can indicate whether the accident mitigating aspects of part 139
have affected fatalities and injury severity. In particular, has the presence of Aircraft Rescue and
Firefighting (ARFF) at part 139 airports prevented fatalities or reduced the injury severity in a
part 135 airplane post-crash fire? If it has had a positive effect, then, even though there have
been no fatalities from part 135 scheduled airplane post-crash fires on non-certificated or limited
part 139 airports, this evidence could indicate an effective role for ARFF in combating future
post-crash fires at these airports. Conversely, if ARFF has not prevented fatalities or reduced
injury severity in part 135 scheduled airplane post-crash fires, this evidence could indicate that
ARFF may not be effective in combating post-crash fires at these airports.

An alternative method to estimating potential benefits is to attempt to calculate an overall
individual part 135 scheduled airplane accident rate for each of the three types of airport
certificates, to compare these rates, and then to declare that any difference must be a result of the
airport certification category. Using that method would generate conclusions that would be
inaccurate or, at best, unproved. This method ignores such important factors that would affect
average accident rates, such as the impact of weather conditions, types of operations, the fact that
there are very few accidents, etc. Correlation is not causation.

The data used for this benefits discussion is based on the National Aviation Safety Data Analysis
Center’s (NASDAQ) collection of the summary National Transportation Safety Board’s (NTSB)
accident and incident reports for all part 135 scheduled airplane accidents and incidents that
occurred at an airport. The NASDAQ data base covers from 1983 through Nov. 3, 1996. Thus,
the November 1996, Quincy, Illinois, accident is not in this data base until the NTSB concludes
its investigation and issues its final report. Reviewing these reports and eliminating those that
involved seaports and rotorcraft generates an accident and incident data base of 138 reports. Of
these 138 reports, 40 occurred in Alaska, 79 occurred at non-Alaskan part 139 certificated
airports, 10 occurred at non-Alaskan non-certificated airports, and 9 occurred at non-Alaskan
limited part 139 certificated airports. These accidents and incidents do not include animal
strikes, which are separately addressed in the paragraphs discussing section 135.337.
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As might be expected, most Alaska accidents involved airplanes with 9 or fewer passengers and
airport runway conditions on gravel runways. There were no reported post-crash fires among
any Alaska accidents or incidents - even the Nov. 23, 1987, accident at Homer, Alaska involved
fatalities and injuries caused solely by the impact of the crash. As a result, these Alaska
accidents (with one exception) were not included in the more detailed analysis because
conditions are not replicated in the lower 48 states, Hawaii, and the U.S. possessions.

None of the non-Alaska accidents that occurred at non-certificated or at part 139 limited
certificated airports could be attributable to the airport’s condition. For part 139 certificated
airports, only 16 accidents involved the airport’s condition or airport (including aircarrier or
fueling agent) personnel. Of these 16 accidents, 14 involved either ground personnel (walking
into propellers, directing docking airplanes into already parked airplanes, and ground support
vehicles colliding with taxiing airplanes) or part 135 scheduled airplanes taxiing into equipment,
such as Ground Power Units (GPU) or baggage tugs, that were left in the wrong place. One
accident occurred when a construction worker went to lunch and left an unattended backhoe
parked adjacent to the aircraft ramp in a dirt area with the boom in the extended position where it
was struck by the wing of an airplane taxiing to takeoff. Another accident occurred due to a 5
inch dropoff (part 139 requires a 3 inch maximum difference in pavement heights) from the
connector to the taxiway. No fatalities or injuries were associated with either of these two
accidents.

In addition to preventing potential accidents, part 139, (through the ARFF and emergency plan
requirements) is also designed to mitigate the post-crash effects (e.g., fire, landing in water, etc.)
of an accident. The NASDAC data base contains the following 15 post-crash fires that occurred
to part 135 scheduled airplanes. There were no reported non-Alaska water landings or other
airport emergencies that occurred to scheduled part 135 airplanes. It also reported the number of
fatalities and the extent of injuries associated with each accident. These accidents are
summarized in Table 8.

Phoenix: 2/21/94

During the landing rollout, a fire broke out in the PA-31-350 engine’s accessory compartment.
One passenger suffered a fractured ankle during the evacuation. The other 3 passengers and
crew evacuated safely.

Las Vegas: 7/12/93

Pilot neglected to secure the nose compartment baggage compartment of a CE-402-C. The
airplane stalled and crashed nose first. Although there was a post-crash fire, the 3 fatalities
occurred due to the impact.
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No.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
1S.

TOTALS

Date
2/21/94
7/12/93

2/1/91
1/30/91
12/26/89
7/27/88
5/24/88
5/16/88
5/8/87
3/4/87
2/5/87
3/22/85
12/7/84
10/28/83

8/27/83

Los Angeles: 2/1/91

Airport
Phoenix, Ariz
Las Vegas, Nev
Los Angeles, Cal
Beckley, W.Va
Pasco, Wash
Anchorage, Alas
Lawton, Ok
Atlanta, GA
Mayaguez, P.R
Detroit, Mich
Florence, S.C.
Los Angeles, Cal
Harrison, Ark
Tri-Cities, Tenn

Hot Springs, Ark

Table 8

Fatal
0
3

18

1o

38

Number of Individuals
Serious Minor
1 0
0 0
0 0
13 3
0 0
0 0
2 6
0 0
0 4
7 6
0 0
1 1
0 0
0 16
0 0
24 33

None

B8

55

This is the accident where the USAir 737 landed on the Skywest SA-227-AC. All of the 18
passengers and crew in the Skywest airplane died on impact.

Beckley: 1/30/91

A USAir BA-JETSTM-3101 made a hard landing, its landing gear collapsed, and it slid 3,600
feet. The impact caused the injuries to the 16 passengers and crew as the post-crash fire occurred

after the evacuation. ARFF was available but another USAir BA-Jetstm-3101 had been diverted

from Bluefield W.Va. and the airport employee thought that there was only one USAir flight
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landing. The employee left the line office and went to the hangar to open the hangar door to
store the airplane that was scheduled to remain overnight. While at the hangar, the second
USAir airplane landed and had the accident. While the employee was at the hangar, he saw a
sheriff’s car with emergency lights flashing drive past him and one of the crew from the first
airplane reported there had been a crash. After calling 911, the employee went for the ARFF
truck and got to the accident scene between one and a half minutes and two minutes. The total
response was 5 to 10 minutes longer than it would have been had the employee remained at the
line office.

Pasco: 12/26/89

A BA-JETSTM-3101 nosed over and crashed in a steep descent and a post-crash fire occurred.
All 6 fatalities occurred due to the impact.

Anchorage: 7/27/88

A fire broke out in the left main gear wheelwell of the SA-227 after takeoff. The pilot landed
safely and the 8 passengers and crew were able to evacuate safely.

Lawton: 5/24/88

The left engine failed during takeoff and the EMB-110P crashed on the runway and slid into the
perimeter fence. Brush fires started and the fuel tank ruptured. The 6 passengers and the First
Officer evacuated the airplane before the ARFF arrived. However, the captain was trapped in the
airplane while a fire was approaching the rear of the airplane from the leaking fuel. A passenger
and the First Officer managed to extricate the captain. However, it is not clear from the report
whether the ARFF arrived before or after the captain was extricated. It took the ARFF crew
between one and one half minutes to one minute and 50 seconds to reach the accident scene after
they had been notified. The ARFF did arrest the fire but the back of the airplane was destroyed.

Atlanta: 5/16/88

A SA-226-TC made a gear up landing. The 12 passengers and crew were able to evacuate
safely.

Mayaguez: 5/8/87

A C-212-CC crashed right wing first about 650 ft. short of the runway. The fuel tank ruptured
and a post-crash fire ensued. The two crew died on impact but the 4 passengers were able to exit
safely before the ARFF arrived.

Detroit: 3/4/87

A C-212-CC crashed but the impact was survivable. A post-crash fire developed and before the
ARFF could arrive, the 9 fatalities were victims of flashover while the 10 survivors although
severely injured from the crash were the ones able to exit the airplane before flashover. A rapid
intervention vehicle was at the scene within one and one-half minutes of the alarm from the
control tower. It was followed 15 seconds later by 3 CFR trucks. The fire was extinguished
within 2 minutes of the first alarm.
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Florence: 2/5/87

A SA-226-TC made a gear up landing and the 7 passengers and crew were able to evacuate
before the post-crash fire became serious.

Los Angeles: 3/22/85

A SA-226-TC made a gear up landing and the 13 passengers and crew were able to evacuate
before the post-crash fire became serious. The two injuries were due to parts of the propeller
entering the cabin and striking two passengers.

Harrison: 12/7/84

A SA-226-TC made a landing during the course of which the left landing gear collapsed and the
airplane slid 2,190 feet. All 7 passengers and crew were able to evacuate safely before the post-
crash fire became serious.

Tri-Cities: 10/28/83

An EMB-110-P1 made a gear up landing. The 16 minor injuries were suffered during the impact
and all evacuated safely before the post-crash fire became serious.

Hot Springs: 8/27/83

While turning onto the runway, the instrument panel of a SA-226-TC erupted into fire. The 4
passengers and crew were able to evacuate safely before the post-crash fire became serious.
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C. COMPLIANCE COSTS

GENERAL METHODOLOGY

The basis of this report is the initial Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee’s (ARAC)
Working Group survey. However, in order to obtain a more in-depth view of the impact that a
part 139 certification would have on the most affected airports (the non-certificated), a telephone
survey was developed that resurveyed the managers of non-certificated airports who had
responded to the ARAC survey. The resurvey was designed to be more open-ended to allow the
respondent to provide an overview of the expected part 139 impact on the airport. After all,
sometimes the total impact is more than the sum of the individual parts. Thirteen airport
managers were resurveyed.

The key factor to remember is that these numbers are compliance cost estimates, and, as such,
need to be treated with caution. There are four reasons contributing to the uncertainty associated
with these cost estimates. :

1. First, different approaches to enforcement of part 139 requirements on these airports
can result in different compliance costs. In general, a strict by-the-Advisory-Circular
enforcement approach would generate higher compliance costs than would a more performance
oriented enforcement approach. To some extent, different enforcement experiences could
account for the wide variation in cost estimates provided by respondents.

2. Second, the airports in this survey group have widely differing characteristics. For
example, 4 of the 13 resurveyed airports have had a part 139 or a part 139 limited certificate
while some others reported that they would simply abandon part 135 scheduled service if they
had to become a part 139 certificated to receive it. Consequently, any “average” cost covers a
wide range of actual costs among individual airports.

3. Third, there are many instances when the airport manager did not know (and would not
estimate): (1) costs for developing and following a specific procedure; or (2) costs of some
equipment that would be required under part 139. In addition, there are areas (primarily those
involving the amount of time to create a certification manual and to develop written procedures)
where specific information was not provided but general comments were made about the overall
amount of “unnecessary paperwork” that would occur under a part 139 certification.

Applying other airport managers’ cost estimates for developing and following specific
procedures introduces additional uncertainty into the estimates. Nevertheless, that is the only
available method. Consequently, as the “average” times to perform individual paperwork
activities are based on discussions with the resurveyed airport managers, there would be
differences among individual airports.

With respect to equipment costs, however, manufacturers were surveyed and their estimates can
provide reasonably reliable cost information. There are two types of equipment (1) Airplane
Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF); and (2) airport lighting and signs, were found to have
potentially large compliance costs. The working group has agreed to the basic equipment and
personnel costs associated with ARFF, but a discussion with Mike Conroy of the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) led to some modification of training costs and the annual costs
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for building depreciation, maintenance, and utilities needed to be addressed. For airport lighting
costs, 3 major manufacturers (Crouse-Hinds, Hughey and Phillips, and ADB) were contacted 2
responded) to provide estimated costs for lighting and signs for a 6,000 ft. runway with parallel
taxiway and three connectors.

4. Finally, the sample of 13 resurveyed airport managers may not be representative of the
entire population. For example, 4 of the airports (30 percent) have had a part 139 certificate. As
a result, there may be areas in which this analysis overestimates the extent to which these airports
would be in compliance with the part 139 requirements. However, it is believed that these
overestimates are not a significant problem in this report. '

In conclusion, despite these uncertainties, these “average” cost estimates are believed to be
reasonably accurate and can serve as an aid in the deliberations. Nevertheless, any individual
airport’s costs to comply with specific sections of part 139 can differ considerably from the
“average.”

Finally, this report does not include the potential impact on airports that have part 139 limited
certificates and have scheduled commuter service. In particular, these airports would now
become subject to the ARFF manning and the airport emergency plan requirements. The impact
of these (and others) part 139 requirements on part 139 limited certificate airports needs further
review.

The following is a section-by-section breakdown of the compliance costs associated with
bringing non-certificate airports with scheduled part 135 airplane service into compliance with
part 139.

SECTION BY SECTION COST ESTIMATES

Many of the compliance costs depend upon the number of airport personnel hours needed to
meet a requirement. Thus, in order to transform these hours into dollars, the FAA determined
that the average fully loaded hourly compensation rate (includes wages, social security, fringes,
worker’s compensation, etc.) would be $25 for an airport manager, $20 for a firefighter, and $15
for other airport personnel.

There are two basic types of compliance costs that are estimated in the following sections. The
first type is the “first year” cost, which includes items such as capital equipment, additional
personnel costs, expenditures on developing programs, initial training, etc. The second type is
“annual” cost, which includes all recurring costs such as additional personnel costs, expenditures
on maintenance and depreciation, annual training, etc.

Table 9 contains a summary of the estimated first year and annual compliance costs to an
individual non-certificated airport based on a high cost estimate of complying with part 139
requirements. It needs to be emphasized that not every non-certificated airport would incur
every one of these costs nor would every non-certificated airport necessarily spend the estimated
amount in order to be in compliance with the requirement. Nevertheless, many of these airports
would need to make expenditures in the general range represented in the table. :
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TABLE 9
ESTIMATED HIGH PER AIRPORT FIRST YEAR AND ANNUAL COMPLIANCE COSTS

Section First Year Annual
Application for Certificate ‘ $420 $0
Inspection Authority $400 $200
Issuance of Certificate $600 - $0
Exemptions $1,000 $0
Airport Certification Manual $2,600 $400
Marking and Lighting $450,000 $3,400
ARFF Equipment $177,000 $12,850
ARFF Personnel and Training $87,730 $84,130
Storing Hazardous Materials $140 $60
Develop an Airport Emergency Plan $3,000 $200
Emergency Exercise $0 $200
Locked Gate $1,000 $100
Wildlife Hazard Management $100.000 $5.000
Total $823,890 $106,540

Section 139.101: Certification requirements: General

There would be no compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.103: Application for certificate

As with any paperwork requirement, an airport manager would need time to contact the FAA for
initial guidance concerning the acceptable format and for the information necessary to complete
the application. The compliance cost estimate for this section includes only the time to prepare
an application. All costs associated with developing a certification manual will be estimated in
section 139.201. For an airport that has not had a part 139 certificate, it is estimated that an
application for a part 139 certificate would take an airport manager 2 days for a non-certificated
airport (for a one-time cost of $400) and 1 day for a limited part 139 airport (for a one-time cost
of $200).

The application must also be accompanied by 2 copies of an airport certification manual. The
FAA estimates that an individual certification manual would cost about $10, for a total of $20
per application.

Section 139.105: Inspection authority

The FAA inspector is, typically, accompanied on the inspection by the airport manager so that
questions can be answered, points can be clarified, etc. The FAA estimates that, for the average
size of the affected non-certificated airports, the FAA initial inspection would take 2 days (for a
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one-time cost of $400) and its annual inspections thereafter would take 1 day (for an annual cost
of $200).

Section 139.107: Issuance of certificate

In general, an FAA investigation of any airport requires more than just a one-time paperwork
submission by the applicant. The FAA will request more information than was supplied with the
initial application; phone the airport manager to obtain clarification of items in the submitted
manual; make one or two visits to the airport; etc. All of these activities would require the
airport manager’s participation. Based on FAA experience, it is estimated that a manager of a
non-certificated airport would spend 3 days (for a one-time cost of $600) on a part 139
certificate.

Section 139.109: Duration of certificate

There would be no compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.111: Exemptions

As is more fully explained in the section 139.1 15, .117, and .119 discussion, 10 of the 13
resurveyed airport managers reported that they had ARFF on site. Two of the 10 had the local
fire department on site. The other 8 reported that, although ARFF equipment was on site, it was
not manned in accordance with part 139 requirements.

It is anticipated that due to the personnel expenses of having full-time ARFF personnel,
managers of 33 of the 39 non-certificated airports would request an exemption from either: (1)
the entire ARFF requirements; or (2) the ARFF personnel requirements. It is likely that all of
these airports would be under the enplanement eligibility threshold for applying for an
exemption. Applying for this exemption would require these airport managers to provide airport
financial information, projections of future enplanements, etc. On that basis, it is estimated that
an airport manager would take 5 days (for a one-time cost of $1,000) to provide the initial
petition, subsequent documentation, etc. for an FAA exemption.

Section 139.113: Deviations

It is estimated that each report would take a total of 6 hours (for a cost of $150) for an airport
manager to complete an initial report and a follow-up to respond to FAA follow-up questions and
requests. As it is anticipated that few of these reports would be filed in any particular year, the
overall compliance costs with this section would be minimal.

Section 139.201: Airport operating certificate: Airport certification manual:

Section 139.203: Preparation of airport certification manual: Section 139.205: Contents of
airport certification manual

The compliance costs associated with each of the three sections are difficult to individually
distinguish because these are three interdependent components of one process - creating a written
certification manual that contains mandatory procedures judged to be acceptable to the FAA. In
practice, this process requires the airport manager to review and to become familiar with part 139
and its associated Advisory Circulars (AC); to develop written procedures for all of the
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operations required to be documented under section 139.205; and then to review and change
these procedures as necessary to make certain that they would continue to meet with FAA
approval. Several of the resurveyed airport managers asserted that transforming an airport
operations manual into a certification manual is not a trivial exercise. Indirect evidence for this
assertion can be found in the regulatory history of part 139. When the FAA initially proposed
part 139, the affected airport managers were to be allowed 60 days to prepare the application and
manual. In the 1972 final rule, the FAA agreed with commenters that 60 days was too short a
time and allowed the airport managers 120 days.

In general, the most troublesome facet of compliance with these sections to airport managers was
an uncertainty that their existing procedures would be acceptable to the FAA in either content or
form. Another concern, as shown in the ARAC survey, is that the managers of non-certificated
airports reported that they did not have written procedures for an average of 5 of the required
procedures.

It is estimated that an airport manager of a non-certificated airport would need about 13 days (at
a one-time cost of $2,600) to develop and write all the necessary procedures and to complete and
obtain FAA approval of the certification manual. In addition, the airport manager would need to
spend about 2 days a year to keep the manual current. The length of time would vary across
airports and would depend upon how closely the airport’s operation manuals follow the FAA 139
series ACs, how much additional material created for section 139.205 would need to be written
and incorporated into the certification manual, and whether the airport had been a part 139
certificated airport.

Section 139.207: Maintenance of airport certification manual

There would be minimal compliance costs associated with this section. Although some of the
surveyed airport managers expressed unhappiness with the requirement for keeping an airport
certification manual current at all times, it appears that any compliance costs would be minimal.

Section 139.209: Iimited airport operating certificate: Airport certification specifications:
Section 139.211: Preparation of airport certification specifications;

Section 139.213: Contents of airport certification specifications:

Section 139.215: Maintenance of airport certification specifications

These 4 sections apply to obtaining a part 139 limited certificate and does not apply to this
report.

Section 139.217: Amendment of airport certification manual or airport certification
specifications

There would be minimal compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.301: Inspection authority

These compliance costs have been estimated under section 139.105.
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Section 139.303: Personnel

There would be no compliance costs associated with this section because it is current industry
practice for all airport managers to employ qualified individuals.

Section 139.305: Paved areas

All resurveyed airport managers reported that they currently follow these requirements. They
were specifically questioned about the “prompt repair” and the specifications found in
139.305(a)(1) and (2) and reported that the requirements in this section represented standard
procedures necessary to keep the airport operational. They further reported that, in general, their
existing practices were at least as good as those in this section because it is bad for business to let
any areas deteriorate and potentially cause damage to their customers’ (both general aviation
(GA) and commuter) airplanes. Although some managers noted that there could be short periods
of times when their airports might not be strictly in compliance, those periods of non-compliance
would be infrequent. In light of those discussions, it is estimated that there would be minimal
compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.307: Unpaved areas

No airport manager reported that there was an unpaved movement area that would be affected by
this section at the airport. Consequently, it is estimated that there would be minimal compliance
costs associated with this requirement.

Section 139.309: Safety areas

Similar responses to those for 139.305 were given, however, two airport managers expressed
some concern about the FAA interpretation and enforcement of this section. They felt that their
airports would meet the spirit of this section but the uncertainty about FAA interpretation and
enforcement left them hesitant to say that there would be no costs. The other airport managers
did not foresee any compliance costs. However, these airports would not be affected unless a
major upgrade is undertaken because they would be grandfathered under the current rule. In
light of this information, there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.311: Marking and lighting

One of the airport managers who had had a part 139 certificate, reported that his airport
(Kokomo, Ind.) had upgraded its lighting and signs in 1992 - after the new lighting requirements
were promulgated. The Kokomo airport has two runways (one 5,201 f.; one 4,001 ft.) and a
taxiway parallel to the 5,201 ft. runway with 3 connectors. The lighting upgrade was only for
the 5,201 runway and taxiway. That manager reported a cost of $375,000 for this upgrade, of
which $175,000 was for equipment and $200,000 was for construction and installation. In 1996
dollars, this would be about $435,000.

Another airport manager who had had a part 139 limited certificate (Keene, N.H.) reported that
his 6,201 foot runway and parallel taxiway had their lighting upgraded in 1993 at a cost of about
$400,000. In 1996 dollars, this would be about $450,000.

As noted earlier, three airport lighting and sign manufacturers were called and asked to provide
an approximate cost to bring airport lighting and marking up to part 139 standards for a
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hypothetical 6,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway with 3 connectors. One of them reported
that they and their contractors had recently completed an upgrade of the lighting and signs for the
Westminster/Carroll County Regional, Md. airport - a GA airport with no tower. Previously,
that airport had a 3,222 ft. X 60 ft. runway with a parallel taxiway and 4 connectors but, in a
general upgrade, the runway was increased to 5,001 f. X 100 ft. with 5 connectors. The lighting
upgrade was to Medium Intensity Runway Lighting (MIRL) and included all new cable, new
light bases, 5 regulators, all new cans, and all new transformers. They did not have exact dollar
values for all of the installation costs charged by the contractor. They installed 30 lighted signs
at about $2,500 per sign and it cost about $2,500 to install each sign for a total sign cost of
$150,000. As a rough approximation, they estimated that at this airport, substituting
retroreflective signs would have reduced the sign costs by about 80 percent (or by $120,000).
However, they noted that the entire lighting system at this airport was going to be upgraded due
to the runway expansion so that the power for the lighted signs was not the factor determining
the necessity for the entire system upgrade. They were asked what would be a typical cost
increase, if, in point of fact, the power required for lighted signs were to be the factor
necessitating a lighting system upgrade and retrofit. Their response was that these lighting and
sign upgrades have involved Airport Improvement (AIP) funds and the incremental costs to the
airport for the upgrade would have been relatively small and they had not encountered the
hypothetical situation. Consequently, they were unwilling to estimate even a range of costs for
that hypothetical situation.

The manufacturer estimated that the two runway end identification light systems at the
Westminster Airport cost about $80,000 installed and the PAPI cost about $15,000 installed.
The overall total cost for this airport was between $400,000 and $500,000. They estimated that
if that airport had had a 6,000 ft. runway and parallel taxiway, the costs would have been
between $450,000 and $550,000.

Finally, another manufacturer provided a “rough” estimate of between $400,000 and $450,000 to
install a lighting and sign system that would meet the minimum requirements. He also reported
that retroreflective signs would reduce the sign costs by about 75 percent.

As a result, it is estimated that between $400,000 to $450,000 would be needed to upgrade
lighting and signs to part 139 standards and that allowing retroreflective signs would reduce
these costs by about $100,000 to a total of $300,000 to $350,000.

Brighter lights are more expensive to replace and use more electricity than dimmer lights. One
airport manager whose airport had installed improved lighting reported that the annual
incremental costs of replacing the more expensive burnt-out lights were about $1,000 per year
and the additional electricity costs would be about $2,400 per year (3200 a month). There is a
difficulty in generalizing this estimate because some airports would leave the lights on, some
would have the lights activated by the approaching airplane, some have longer hours than others,
etc.

Section 139.313: Snow and ice control

The airport managers reported that their airports would be in compliance with the requirements
of this section - as long as they could shut down the airport until the snow could be removed.
Some of them located in Arizona and New Mexico also added the qualifier that they do not have
snow removal equipment and they wait for the sun to clear the movement areas. One airport
manager in the Northeast reported that the state contractors clear the roads first and then they
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plow the airport. However, the applicable AC requires an airport to have equipment capable of
removing one inch of snow in all primary movement areas within one hour. If an airport were to
be required to have snow removal equipment it would cost about $50,000 and there would be
annual operation and maintenance costs of about $5,000.

Section 139.315: Aircraft rescue and firefighting: Index determination:

Section 139.317: Aircraft rescue and firefighting: Equipment and agents;

Section 139.319: Aircraft rescue and firefighting: Operational requirements

Of the 38 non-certificated airports with part 135 scheduled service, 15 of their managers
responded to the ARAC survey that they had ARFF on-site, 5 responded that they had no ARFF
on site, and 18 did not respond to the question. Of the 15 airport managers with ARFF on-site,
only 2 responded that the trucks were manned full-time. In the resurvey of 13 managers of non-
certificated airports, 10 reported that they had ARFF on-site but 6 of the 10 (60 percent) further
stated that their trucks would not meet the firefighting capabilities required by part 139. As a
result, they believed that they would need to upgrade their ARFF truck or obtain a new truck.
Further, if they obtained a new ARFF truck, 4 of the 6 managers (67 percent) reported that the
existing building housing the truck would be too small and a larger building would need to be
constructed.

An industry consultant expert in ARFF trucks reported that about half of the trucks (3 of the 6)
reported by the airport managers as being inadequate under part 139 would, in fact, meet the part
139 requirements.

Assuming that these survey results are representative of the population of 38 non-certificated
airports, 10 of these 38 airports have no ARFF truck or building on-site, 28 have an ARFF truck
but 19 of them would need to upgrade the ARFF truck and 13 of these 28 would need a new
building to house the new ARFF truck.

Of the 48 non-certificated airports with part 135 scheduled service, 37 of their managers
responded to the ARAC survey. Of these 37 respondents, 30 reported that they had an ARFF
truck on-site and 7 reported that they had no ARFF truck on-site. Of those 30 airport managers
whose airports had an ARFF truck, 7 reported that it was manned full-time.

The working group reached a general agreement that a minimum ARFF truck with a useful life
of 10 years would cost $50,000, truck maintenance would be $5,000 a year, $2,000 would be
spent every three years on miscellaneous firefighting equipment and clothing, and a storage
building with a use of 40 years would cost $125,000. The building’s depreciation, maintenance,
and utilities would average about $7,200. Consequently, the total capital cost for the building
and the truck would be $175,000 while the annual operating costs associated with this equipment
would be $12,850.

Most of the Working Group agreed that, at a minimum, the practical way to comply with the
ARFF for these airports would require an airport to hire two dedicated firefighters (for an annual
total compensation cost of $80,000). This assumes that there are trained professional firefighters
available to be employed at these airports. If not, an NFPA representative reported that basic
firefighting training requires a minimum of 140 hours of classroom and practice firefighting. In
addition, these firefighters would need specific training in airplane firefighting. If the airport
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were to actually train their firefighters, then they face the risk that the newly trained firefighter
would leave for a position in a fire department where the pay and fringes are likely to be better
than those at a small airport. However, the cost estimates are based on the assumption that the
airport can hire trained professional firefighters. Nevertheless, there is the possibility that certain
of these non-certificated airports may be required to fund basic firefighting training and those
training costs plus the potential loss of such a trained firefighter can be a considerable expense.

The two firefighters and one additional airport employee (to cover those times when a firefighter
would be on vacation or ill) would each need a 40 hour training class dedicated to airplane
firefighting (for a compensation cost of $1,600 for the two firefighters and $600 for the airport
employee for a total one-time cost of $2,200) that would cost about $400 per attendee (for a total
one-time class cost of $1,200 for the three trainees). The NFPA representative reported that
airplane firefighting requires a specialized class (often held at larger airports) for which the
attendees would need to travel and stay overnight. The estimated costs would be $50 a day for
lodging and $30 a day for food and incidentals for the 6 day stay (need to arrive the day previous
to the start of class) for a one-time cost of $1,440 for the three attendees. In addition, the two
firefighters and one additional airport employee would each need a 40 hour emergency medical
training course (for a compensation cost of $2,200) that is typically offered for free at the local or
regional hospital. As a result, the initial total cost to train 2 firefighters and 1 additional airport
employee for airplane firefighting would be $6,680. ‘

The working group agreed that each individual would need one hour per week at the airport for
refresher firefighting training (for an annual compensation of $1,000 per firefighter and $750 for
the airport employee for an annual cost of $2,750). The working group also agreed that the
yearly practice burn would cost $350 per attendee (for an annual cost of $1,050). Thus, the total
annual training costs would be $3,800.

As previously discussed, in light of the availability of alternative employment, the turnover rate
among firefighters at these airports is expected to be higher than the turnover rate for full-time
airport employees. It is estimated that the labor turnover rate for the dedicated firefighters would
be about 16 percent (or one new firefighter would need to be trained every three years) at these
airports. As the estimated initial training cost for a firefighter is $2,480, averaging this cost over
three years indicates that the annual additional initial training cost to cover firefighter turnover is
about $830. Thus, the annual personnel training costs would be $4,630.

One alternative to airport personnel providing ARFF is to have the local fire department
available for each part 135 scheduled operation at these airports. However, except where the fire
station is on-site, that alternative is not generally practical. One reason is that many of these
airports are located in areas that have a local volunteer fire department where it may be difficult
to have volunteers present at the airport for every commuter airplane operation. Even in those
areas with a paid fire department, placing local firefighters at the airport can mean that they are
not as available to respond to fires elsewhere. This problem would be exacerbated the further the
airport is from the city or town. For example, if an airport has 6 commuter operations (3
departures and 3 arrivals) a day, the fire department might need to hire additional firefighters to
cover both the local area and the airport. None of the resurveyed airport managers could provide
even a rough estimate of the amount that the local fire department would need to charge them to
provide this service as would be required under part 139. However, a consultant estimated that
the local fire department would charge $150 per scheduled commuter operation which, in turn,
would total about $215,000 for the year for 4 daily scheduled operations. For such an airport,
$215,000 could pay for 4 full-time firefighters or, over time, a fire truck with 3 full-time
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firefighters. When viewed in that light, it appears that the Bar Harbor estimate would be too
high if the fire department were only concerned with recovering its operating costs. However,
that estimate may not be unreasonable because a professional fire department operation generally
has specific manpower requirements for any operation it undertakes - and those requirements
generally involve a minimum of 3 firefighters. In conclusion, if ARFF were to be required for
these airports, it would be less expensive for the vast majority of them to have the airport
controlled ARFF on-site rather than to contract with the local fire department for it to be at the
airport 15 minutes before and 15 minutes after each operation. For a few airports, having the fire
department itself on-site could be an option but that option would be available to very few of
these non-certificated airports.

In addition, part 139 limited certificate airports that currently have ARFF available for the
charter service would also need to have ARFF available for any scheduled commuter service.
Depending upon their charter schedules, these airports may not currently provide this service for
all of their part 135 scheduled operations.

Finally, there may be some part 139 fully certificated airports that currently only staff their
ARFF for the larger airplanes and not for scheduled part 135 airplanes. These airports could
incur some costs for additional staffing.

Section 139.321: Handling and storing of hazardous substances and materials

Section 139.321(a): The resurveyed airport managers reported that the Fixed Base Operator
(FBO) or the airline acts as the cargo handling agent. As a result, there would be no compliance
costs for the airport associated with this section.

Section 139.321(b): The ARAC survey data base did not report whether or not the airport had a
written fire safety program. Consequently, the costs of developing a fire safety written program
are estimated in this section and were not included in the costs of developing the certification
manual under Sections 139.201, .203, and .205. Most managers of non-certificated airports
have delegated the responsibility for fueling areas to the fueling agent or the FBO. Of the 13
resurveyed managers of non-certificated airports, 4 had a written program for the fuel storage
area while 9 had no written program. The development of a written program would require the
airport manager to meet with the fueling agent or the FBO, learn the existing fire safety system,
determine whether and to what extent that fire safety system would need to be revised to meet
FAA requirements, and then write and submit the plan to the FAA during the application for
certification. If the airport plan were to differ from the fueling agent’s or the FBO’s plan
(particularly with respect to the training of fueling personnel), the airport manager would need to
require the fueling agent or the FBO to comply with the FAA-approved plan. Despite that
possibility, none of the 13 airport managers indicated that they anticipated any difficulty with
adopting the fueling agent’s program to their certification needs. Assuming that the reported
ratio of 9 out of 13 airports that would need to create a written fire safety plan for the fueling area
is representative of the 38 non-certificated airports, it is estimated that 27 airport managers would
each spend an average of 4 hours (for a one-time cost of $80 per airport and a total cost of $2,160
for all airports) to develop a written fire safety plan for the fueling area.

Section 139.321(c): With the exception of the fueling agent’s personnel training requirements,
the airport managers reported that their current surveillance of the fueling activities would meet
the part 139 requirement. Thus, there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this
section for a non-certificated airport.
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Section 139.321(d): Of the 13 airport managers, 4 reported that they perform the quarterly
inspections and would be in compliance with this requirement, 2 reported that an outside
independent agency (one by the Department of Defense and one by the local fire department)
performed these quarterly inspections while the airport performed an annual inspection, 6
reported that both they and the local fire department made annual inspections, and 1 reported that
the airport alone performed an annual inspection. They also reported that the typical inspection
would take between 0.5 hours to one hour. Assuming that the resurveyed airport managers are
representative of the 38 non-certificated airports, 21 of these 38 airport managers would need to
spend an additional 2 hours to 4 hours (for a per airport cost of $40 to $80 and a total annual cost
of $1,050 to $2,100) to do these quarterly inspections.

Although these airport managers use a check list to complete these inspections, a few were
concerned that their current inspections and records would not be adequate for a part 139 airport.
However, given the relatively uncomplicated nature of these small fueling operations, it is
assumed that the FAA would accept the existing inspection procedures and check lists.

Section 139.321(e): None of the resurveyed airport managers knew whether or not the fueling
agent supervisor had completed an aviation fuel training course in fire safety. One airport
manager had completed this course and he reported that it cost $1,000 (including travel, lodging,
and course fee but not his compensation). Two others reported that they believed it would cost
between $1,000 and $2,500 to complete this course because it would not be offered locally. On
that basis, the FAA estimates that it would cost the fueling agent about $2,000 for a supervisor to
complete this course.

Section 139.321(f)-(i): The FAA estimates that there would be minimal compliance costs
associated with these provisions.

Section 139.323: Traffic and wind direction indicators

All the resurveyed airport managers reported that they had the lighted wind cones required by
this provision. On that basis, it is assumed that there would be minimal compliance costs.
However, there could be airports that may need to provide additional lighting for wind cones.

Section 139.325: Airport emergency plan

Section 139.325(a)-(e): The difficulty in estimating the compliance cost for this section is the
ambiguity concerning the level of effort needed for compliance. If an acceptable plan is one that
lists the names and numbers of the organizations to be called and provides a very basic
description of the airport personnel responsibilities, then the compliance costs would be
relatively small. For example, of the 13 resurveyed airport managers, 7 reported that they had a
written emergency plan that would meet part 139 FAA requirements under that interpretation, 4
reported that they had a written emergency plan that would need minor revisions, and 2 reported
that they had no written emergency plan and provide no training to their airport personnel in their
responsibilities during an emergency. Assuming that the resurvey is representative of the 38
non-certificated airports, 12 of these airport emergency plans would need minor modification
while 6 of these airport emergency plans would need to be developed. It is estimated that
revising an existing plan would take an airport manager 4 hours (for a one-time cost of $80)
while writing a plan would take an airport manager 6 hours (for a one-time cost of $120). On
that basis, 12 managers of non-certificated airports would need to revise their program (for a one-
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time cost of $960) and 6 managers of non-certificated airports would need to write an emergency
program (for a one-time cost of $720) in order for a part 139 certificate.

If, however, compliance would require substantial coordination, a table top exercise involving an
aerial photo of the airport and surrounding area rehearsing what each appropriate agency would
do, then these costs would be greater than estimated in this analysis. A consultant concluded that
it would cost an airport between $10,000 and $15,000 to prepare an emergency plan under the
more stringent interpretation of the emergency plan requirement.

Nevertheless, it is anticipated that the level of effort that would suffice to comply with a more
stringent interpretation of this provision would require an airport manager to cooperate and
coordinate the plan with the local police, fire department, and local health care providers. On
that basis, it is estimated that an airport manager would need 15 days to develop a comprehensive
airport emergency plan and the manager would spend one day a year to review it.

Of the 13 resurveyed airport managers, 3 reported they would be in compliance with the more
stringent interpretation of the requirements, 4 would need to make substantial additions to their
plans, while the other 6 would likely incur the costs estimated for the Bar Harbor airport.

Finally, 11 of the 13 airport managers reported that their airport was part of a local area disaster
plan. '

Section 139.325(f): It could not be determined how many of the non-certificated airports would
be required to have water rescue capability. A consultant reported that compliance with this
section would require a marine response vessel including trailer, portable fire pump, and other
equipment (for a one-time cost of $30,000); two 25-person inflatable life rafts (for a one-time
cost of $500); and a heated garage for the response boat (for a one-time cost of $30,000)
resulting in a total one-time cost of $60,500. However, the Working Group believes that
compliance with this requirement would be met as part of the emergency plan under which the
authority responsible for water rescue would be the responding party. On that basis, the
compliance costs would be minimal.

Section 139.325(g): None of the 13 resurveyed airport managers had ever participated in a full-
scale emergency plan exercise at his/her current airport, although one reported that he had been
involved in such an exercise at another airport. From his experience, he stated that a first-time
exercise would take about 24 hours (for a first-time cost of $600) spread over several days for an
airport manager to meet with the other affected organizations, establish a mutually acceptable
date for the exercise, inform GA operators who may want to use the airport at that date and time,
and contact a local group to supply volunteers to act as victims. It is estimated that succeeding
exercises would take 16 hours (for a cost of $400 every 3 years or about $135 a year) of the
airport manager’s time. The actual exercise itself would take a day to stage and evaluate the
responses (for a per exercise cost of $200) while it would take about 4 hours of each of his
airport personnel’s time (for a per exercise cost of $60 to $240). The total airport manager and
airport personnel costs would be between $660 and $840 per exercise. In general, although the
local participating fire, police, hospital, and ambulance service would incur costs to pay staff to
replace those involved in the exercise, it is unlikely that these costs would be billed to the
airport. Thus, there would be minimal costs to the airport other than those for the airport
manager and personnel. Assuming that all of the 38 non-certificated airports would need to have
one of these exercises every three years to comply with the part 139 certificate requirement, the
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total first-time costs would be between $25,080 and $31,920 per exercise, for an annual average
of $8,360 to $10,640.

Section 139.327: Self-inspection program

chtion 139.327(a): Every resurveyed airport manager reported that they are in compliance with
this section. Thus, there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.327(b)(1)-(3): Same as above.

Section 139.327(b)(4): As noted in the Industry Profile section, only two of the resurveyed non-
certificated airports had as many as 5 employees while most had 2 to 4. For those airports, there
is no reporting system because, as often as not, the individual performing the inspection is the
individual who will correct any unsafe conditions found. Assuming that process would be
acceptable to the FAA, there would be minimal compliance costs.

Section 139.327(c): Every resurveyed airport manager reported that a record is made of each
inspection and of any corrective action and, although only a few did not keep these records for 6
months, there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this additional storage time.
That conclusion is based on the assumption that the current airport checklist record format would
be acceptable to the FAA. A few managers voiced concemns that the FAA would require a
lengthier, more detailed format that would increase the manager’s paperwork, however, it is
likely that no (or only minimal) change(s) in the form would be required by the FAA.

Section 139.329: Ground vehicles

Section 139.329(a): There was some uncertainty concerning the practical meaning of the
specific words “Limit access”. A few of the managers made the point that once a vehicle is
allowed onto the airport, there is nothing to physically stop it from going anywhere wherever it
wants. For these compliance costs, the requirement is interpreted to allow an airport to permit an
airplane owner to drive his car to the hangar or loading ramp with a minimum of time spent in
movement or safety areas. On that basis, the resurveyed airport managers reported that their
airports would be in compliance. However, if the requirement is interpreted to absolutely
prohibit unauthorized ground vehicles from transversing movement or safety areas, then most of
these airports would not be in compliance and it would be very difficult and expensive for them
to comply with this requirement.

Section 139.329(b): Each of the 13 resurveyed airport managers reported that there was a locked
gate to prevent an unauthorized motor vehicle from entering the airport movement areas. Ten of
these airport gates could only be opened by either a magnetic card or an airport employee.
However, 3 of these airport managers reported that the gate was routinely left open during the
operating hours because there were too few airport employees available to open the gate
whenever a GA operator wanted to access his/her airplane. Of the airport managers whose gate
had a magnetic card system, two of them reported that an installed card system locked gate
would cost about $1,000. There would also be an annual cost of $100 for maintenance and
depreciation of the system. Assuming that the resurvey is representative of the 38 non-
certificated airports, 9 would need to either direct personnel to be available to open the gate or to
install a magnetic lock system. If the magnetic lock system were to be selected, it would cost a
total of $9,000 in one-time costs to install and there would be minimal annual costs.
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Section 139.329(c): Only one of the 13 resurveyed airports had a control tower and that manager
reported that there is no two-way communication for controlling ground vehicles. However, that
airport has signs for ground vehicle traffic and has established procedures that are known to the
operators of those vehicles. That operator was not willing to estimate a potential cost to install
two-way radio communication with an escort vehicle, although he did state that it would be
expensive.

Section 139.329(d):

Section 139.329(e): Every airport manager reported that a standard clause in every hangar lease
specifically establishes the routes that an aircraft operator must use to drive his motor vehicle to
the hangar. Violation of that clause can result in the owner’s lease being canceled. As a result,
the FAA estimates that there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this provision
as this is common industry practice.

Section 139.331: Obstructions

None of the 13 resurveyed airport managers reported that compliance with this section would
impose costs on their airport. Consequently, it is estimated that there would be minimal
compliance costs associated with this section, although there could be a few airports that may
incur some compliance cost.

Section 139.333: Protection of navaids

The 13 resurveyed airport managers reported that, if the requirement is interpreted less
stringently, then the current level of NAVAID protection would comply with this section and
there would be minimal compliance costs. However, if the requirement is interpreted more
stringently, then there could be considerable compliance costs for some airports.

Section 139.335: Public protection

Section 139.335(a): None of the resurveyed airport managers reported that this section would
impose new or additional burdens on their airports. On that basis, it is estimated that there
would be minimal compliance costs associated with this section.

Section 139.335(b): None of the resurveyed airport managers reported that compliance with this
section would impose costs on their airports. However, there could be other airports where this
current compliance is not the case and there could be compliance costs associated with fencing.

Section 139.337: Wildlife hazard management

Each of the 13 resurveyed airport managers reported some problems with wildlife. The most
common problems with animals other than birds is with deer and coyotes. The method generally
used by airport managers to solve a deer problem was to organize a hunt. Birds were reported to
be a problem, particularly during bird migration seasons.

Two of the resurveyed managers reported that a Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
wildlife had performed an ecological study that provided recommendations. In one case, the
study recommended fencing an open side of the airport’s perimeter to protect against coyote and
potential bighorn sheep runway incursions at what would have been a cost of $107,000. He
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respectfully declined to follow that recommendation because the problem is not sufficiently
severe to warrant that expense. In the other case, the study recommended building 13 foot high
fences angled at 30 degrees and parallel to the runway because deer had been traveling across the
runway during certain times of the year. That manager estimates that it would have cost his
airport about $200,000. As a result, he called the game warden, got permission to organize a
deer hunt, took out about 60 deer, and solved the problem. Although two cases are not enough to
generate an “average” cost (particularly because there can be a wide variety in wildlife problems
and airport terrain’s), it appears that ecological studies exhibit a tendency to recommend a high
cost, non-hunting solution to a wildlife management problem. Consequently, it is estimated that
an “average” wildlife management plan for land animals would cost about $100,000 and would
involve about $5,000 in annual maintenance and depreciation.

Section 139.339: Airport condition reporting

The 13 resurveyed airport managers reported that this requirement is common industry practice.
As a result, it is estimated that there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this
section.

Section 139.341: Identifying. marking, and reporting construction and other unserviceable areas

The 13 resurveyed airport managers reported that this requirement is common industry practice.
As a result, it is estimated that there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this
section. :

Section 139.343: Noncomplying conditions

The 13 resurveyed airport managers reported that this requirement is common industry practice.
As a result, it is estimated that there would be minimal compliance costs associated with this
section.
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10.

ARAC PHONE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

September 25, 1995

What affect would full compliance to Part 139 regulations for commuter aircraft with 10
seats or more have on your airport operations?

Will general aviation revenues, as opposed to only air carrier revenues, be required by the
airport sponsor to fully comply with FAR Part 139 certification costs?

Who would conduct your airport inspection if full Part 139 regulation compliance was
implemented?

a). How often would your airport be inspected and at what cost per inspection?
b). How would you plan to fund the additional expense associated with these
inspections? '

How many commercial aircraft (10 or more seats) accidents have occurred at your airport?

a). How many of these accidents had fatalities?
b). How would an increase in ARFF or emergency response capability have effected any
passenger injuries or fatalities?

Please quantify and describe the safety benefits, if any, your airport would receive if made
to comply with full FAR Part 139 requirements.

Do you have any procedures or facilities in place for public protection (fence, signage,
etc.)? If yes, what was the initial cost and how much is it to maintain on a yearly basis?

Do you believe an FAA sponsored non-regulatory airfield safety assessment/enhancement
program would be of benefit to your airport?

Review the airport’s capital and recurring facility costs with each airport chosen for further
questioning. :

Does your airport have a Disaster Plan of any kind?

a). Have you ever conducted a full scale disaster exercise?

b). Have you ever conducted a table top exercise?

¢). What emergency equipment other than ARFF is available on your airport (hydraulic
extraction tools, emergency medical supplies, other rescue tools, etc.)

d).  Are any of your staff EME qualified?

Can you offer an alternative approach, other than a modified FAR Part 139, the FAA can
use to ensure the public that your airport is safe and that you have an emergency plan ready
when scheduled air carriers operate from your airport?




MEMORANDUM

Landrum & Brown September 20, 1996
To: Loretta Scott, Chair, ARAC Working Group
From: Bob Sanﬁlippd%

Landrum & Brown

Subject:  Phone survey of selected airports not required to maintain a full 139 certification, but
have chosen to comply.

Utilizing the data obtained from our original survey, I identified those airports that are currently
maintaining a full 139 certificate, even if their level of air service does not require them to do so.
Unfortunately, the survey only identified seventeen airports in this category. Of the seventeen
identified airports I was able to contact sixteen. I focused on two main areas: why have they
maintained a full certificate; and, ARFF equipment, in particular staffing and annual costs. The
phone survey contained eight questions; they are:

1. Are you still fully certified FAR Part 139?
2.  How long has your airport been certified?
3 When was your last FAA certification inspection?
. Were any major deficiencies discovered?
Why have you chosen to voluntarily meet full 139 standards?
What type of ARFF equipment are you presently utilizing?
. Who mans and operates the equipment?
o Describe your training program
6.  When did you last stage your ARFF equipment for other than a scheduled flight?
. Typical type of responses (ARFF or EMS)?
° Number of times you stage in a year?
7. What is your total airport budget?
o Could you send me a copy of the budget?
8. What is your ARFF budget:
. Personnel costs
. Equipment & supply costs
. Training costs

Sl

For the most part, everyone I spoke with was very cooperative; however, the availability of
reliable cost numbers was insufficient. Only five airports were able to give me actual budget
numbers. Many of the airports contacted are part of other city or county departments, such as,
Parks District or Public Works and the airport managers did not have budget numbers readily
available. The remainder of the memo will be divided into two sections: Why has the airport
maintained full certification, and the costs associated with maintaining the certification,
especially ARFF. '




Section One: Why has your airport maintained full certification

I think the working group already knows the answer to this question; marketing and development
were the main responses. Eighty percent of the airports I talked with either recently (within the
last year) had scheduled service by aircraft with over 30 seats or are anticipating (hoping) to
reacquire the service soon. Therefore, they felt it was easier to maintain the certification than to
relinquish it and have to get recertified again. I did find it interesting that only one Airport
Manager said they maintained certification for safety reasons. When the other airports
responded with “marketing” as the reason. I asked if they had a marketing plan or budget; none
of them did. I also asked if going to a limited certificate would reduce their budget? They all
said probably not. It might be useful to the working group if we could determine what type of
costs are associated with going from a limited certificate to a full certificate. The bottom line is
that it is easier and, to some extent, more cost effective to maintain certification, even if you have
to justify it as a marketing tool to the city council or aviation board or whoever is operating your
airport.

Section Two: Costs associated with meeting 139 certification ARFF requirements

Obtaining accurate cost numbers was difficult at best and at times confusing. As I mentioned
earlier many of the airports contacted are just departments within a larger budget and are not
handled as an enterprise fund budget. Many times payroll and fringe benefit costs are included
in another budget and only direct expenses and some overhead costs are included in the airport
budget. Since I was trying to obtain payroll cost as they apply to ARFF personnel, I was not too
successful. However, I did try to obtain ballpark numbers when ever possible. Once again,
payroll was very difficult, especially if the ARFF equipment is operated by airport personnel.
Training costs and maintenance and supplies were easier to estimate and seemed to be realistic.
The average annual training cost was approximately $ 4,000 and maintenance and supplies were

approximately $5,300.

If the maintenance and supply numbers seem low, it’s because most of the airports I contacted
had new ARFF equipment, one to three years old. Since it is a specialized piece of equipment it
does not receive much wear and tear during the year; therefore, maintenance costs should be
reasonable. AIP funds were utilized to purchase the equipment by all of the airports owning
relatively new equipment.

One area I found particularly interesting is the creativity of some of the airport managers in
meeting their ARFF costs. Fifty percent of the airports screened have some sort of special
arrangement other than funding ARFF through direct payroll costs. One airport built the
city/county fire station on airport property with access on the landside as well as the airside. The
city/county supplies the personnel to meet 139 certification requirements. I forgot to ask if the
fire station was build with AIP funds. Another airport gave the airport tenant the option: they
staff the ARFF equipment, or have their rates increased. The tenant assimilates all ARFF
personnel costs and the airport maintains the equipment and purchases supplies. The FBO
operator staffs the ARFF equipment at another airport.




One more airport that pays for ARFF through its O&M budget has a airport reserve bank account
to cover deficits. The airport has been experiencing 40 to 50 thousand dollar deficits a year. I
asked how the account was funded. The airport manager said he was not sure since he was
relatively new to the airport but it was funded somehow with past surplus funds. His concern
was that they would run out of money in the next two to three years and he did not know how
they would fund the budget.

Clearly, ARFF costs are still an issue. I’m not sure the budget numbers I was able to gather will
be much help. However, I did talk with an airport manager that had just completed getting a 139
full certificate. The airport ARFF equipment will be operated by professional fire fighters from
the local volunteer fire department (VFD). The fire house is located on airport property with
both landside and airside access. The VFD will assign four full time fire fighters for 18 hour
coverage, two fire fighters per shift. The fire fighters will also function as EMS personnel for
the airport. All equipment was purchased with AIP and matching state funds. The budget is:

Wages four VFD personnel annually $ 94,000 *
Taxes 8,400
Insurance Liability & Comprehensive 34,600
Training 4,000
Uniforms 2,000
Other: percent of Fire Chief, admin. costs, etc. 6.000

$ 149,200

* I'don’t think this includes fringe benefit costs . The airport manager was not sure.

The survey average for the airports that reported ARFF budgets was $ 141,360. When I
questioned managers that did not have budget numbers for what they thought the estimated
annual cost would be, not utilizing airport personnel, it was $150,000. Also, a large portion of
the airports with professionally trained fire fighters have them crossed trained for EMS and
police/security functions. Attached is a table that depicts the costs I was able to gather. The
sample is small so I don’t know how much weight we should place on the findings. The one
thing that I am sure of after the survey is that if we want one level of safety for all airports, ARFF
must be operated by professional fire fighters, not part-time airport personnel.

My intent was and still is not to be judgmental on how the ARFF requirements were achieved,
but to document the airports existing operation. What I discovered opened up a larger question.
All my airport experience, both as a pilot and a consultant, pertained to large airports. As I
talked with these airport managers I got some insight into how really small these operations are
and the budget and personnel problems that they undergo. Does a full 139 certificate really
mean that there is one level of safety for all airports? Or will the traveling public just perceive
that there is one level of safety if full 139 certification is enforced. In my opinion the level of
training at some of these airport is suspect. I would think if all US (in lower forty-eight states)
airports today had to meet full 139 standards that many would fall into the suspect group. The
level of training for the airports I surveyed was all over the ballpark. Almost all the airports
staffed with professional fire fighters seem to have adequate capabilities.




However, many of the airports that staffed the ARFF equipment with airport personnel were in
my opinion inadequate. Many training programs consisted of looking at a video and attending a
live burn pit once a year. This, combined with lacking budgets and normal employee turnover,
could be the recipe for disaster. Some airports had a total staff of four employees including the
manager. One employee resigns and you may have lost half or all of your ARFF capability.

Loretta, I don’t know how, or if, this information will be of any assistance to the working group.
I would be glad to give a verbal summary of my findings as stated in this memo or share this
memo with the group.
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C. Work Plan




AVIATION RULEMAKIN G ADVISORY COMMITTEE
COMMUTER AIRPORT CERTIFICATION WORKING GROUP

EXTENSION OF FAR PART 139 AIRPORT CERTIFICATION TO
AIRPORTS SERVING AIR CARRIERS USING AIRCRAFT SEATING
TEN OR MORE PASSENGERS

PROPOSED WORK PLAN

July 27, 1995

Federal Aviation Regulation Part 139, “Certification and Operations: Land Airports Serving
Certificated Air Carriers” currently prescribes requirements for certification and operation of
land airports which serve scheduled or unscheduled air carrier passenger aircraft with seating
capacity of more than 30 passengers. An airport serving scheduled air carriers would be required
to operate under an Operating Certificate, where an airport serving unscheduled air carriers
would be required to operate under at least a Limited Operating Certificate. The National
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) has recommended that the FAA seek legislative expansion
of FAR Part 139 to include in the Airport Certification Program all airports served by air carriers
that provide scheduled passenger service and revise FAR Part 139 to permit scheduled passenger
operations only into airports certificated under the standards in FAR Part 139.

The Commuter Airport Certification Working Group of the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory
‘Committee (ARAC) has been asked to develop recommendations concerning what FAR Part 139
requirements should be applicable to airports that have scheduled service with aircraft having a
seating capacity of 10 to 30 seats. In conducting this review, the Working Group will consider
the following issues:

1.  Consider categorizing the requirements applicable to these airports by the size of the
airport, or some other means to achieve specific safety objectives, while minimizing
the operational and economic burden.

2.  Consider alternatives to providing aircraft rescue and firefighting services for
operations at these airports.

3. Consider conducting a survey of the airports that would be affected by this rule to
determine what safety practices are already being conducted and the operational and
economical impact of full certification.

4. Make a recommendation to the full ARAC Committee on what action should be
taken, including time frames for implementation.

In accordance with Federal Register Document 93-10771, the Commuter Airport Certification
Working Group will comply with the procedures adopted by ARAC and will perform the
following tasks:




Develop a work plan for completion of the tasks, including the rationale supporting
such a plan, for consideration at the meeting of the full ARAC Committee on Airport
Certification Issues.

Give a detailed conceptual presentation of the proposed recommendations, prior to
proceeding with the work stated in item three below.

Provide-a status report at each meeting of the full ARAC Committee held to consider
airport certification issues.

Currently there are no FAR Part 139 regulations pertaining to airports with commuter operations
of 10-30 seating capacity. The following two phase Work Plan outlines the various steps that the
ARAC Commuter Airport Certification Working Group will undertake in our process to develop
recommendations concerning whether FAR Part 139 regulations or other measures should be
applicable to airports with scheduled service with 10 to 30 seat aircraft.

PHASE 1

1.

Abide by the three procedures outlined in Federal Register Document 95-10711 as
filed on May 1, 1995, and as stated above.

Take into consideration the four items discussed in Federal Register Document 95-
10711 and as stated above.

Develop a list of preliminary options for consideration and review by the Working
Group.

Have the FAA economist immediately prepare a baseline cost/benefit analysis for a
non-certified airport having to comply with full FAR Part 139 regulations. These
costs should include capital, operating and maintenance, life/cycle, and training
costs.

Have a briefing from a National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) representative
to explain why NTSB made the recommendation to change FAR Part 139 to include
airports with 10-30 seat schedule commuter operators.

Review and comment on the General Accounting Office report to the Honorable
Robert C. Byrd, U.S. Senate, “Aviation Safety-Commuter Airports Should
Participate in the Airport Certification Program,” GAO/RCED-88-41.

Request the following list of commuter operator accident/safety statistics from the
FAA or appropriate organizations:

. All Part 139 airport safety incidents and accidents for the past 10 years.

. Scheduled commuter accidents and incidents that were caused by the airport for
the past 10 years.

. Airport Safety incidents and accidents for the past 10 years related to Part 135
arrports.




10.
11.

PHASE 2

7.

8.

Prepare a questionnaire survey to be issued to airports potentially affected by FAR
Part 139 changes relating to commuter operators with 10-30 seats.

Identify potential affected airports and coordinate with state aviation representatives
on the validity of the airport mailing list.

Distribute the questionnaire to the airports and analyze the data upon return.

Develop follow-up phone questionnaire and call airports for additional information.

Refine options based on information/data received from the airport surveys.
Request that FAA economist perform a cost/benefit analysis on proposed options.

Develop preliminary recommendations regarding the application of FAR Part 139
regulations to airports serving commuter operations with 10-30 seats.

Evaluate impact of FAR Part 139 rule changes on international operations.

Ask that FAA counsel perform legal review of preliminary FAR Part 139
regulations.

Present preliminary FAR Part 139 regulation recommendations and time schedule for
implementation to ARAC.

Assess ARAC comments on preliminary recommendations.

Make final recommendation to ARAC.

The Commuter Airport Certification Working Group is pleased to undertake the responsibilities
that the ARAC has set-forth, and will perform the above Work Plan in an expeditious and cost
effective manner. The ARAC will be kept abreast of the current status and any modification or
delays incurred throughout the evaluation process.

S:\9SARA\972704\2L.2110.PAP
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IV. WORKING GROUP POSITION PAPERS

A. CERTIFICATION OF AIRPORTS SERVED BY COMMERCIAL
AIRCRAFT WITH 10-30 SEATS

MAJORITY VIEWPOINT

This document presents to the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee the majority position
of this ARAC-WG. This working group has over the past two years, been striving to reach
consensus concerning the aviation industries’ goal of one level of safety and more specifically
how the intent of that goal can be achieved at airports which are served on a scheduled basis by
aircraft with 10 to 30 seats.

The majority position, representing a consensus of views from the American Association of
Airport Executives, Airports Council International- North America, American Association of
State Aviation Officials, the Regional Airline Association, the National Air Transportation
Association, and the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association are refered to the ARAC. A
minority report representing the views of the Airline Pilots Association will be submitted.

It should be noted that the working group’s most recent guidance was to review “line by line”
FAR Part 139 and to identify any requirements which the working group felt would be applicable
to those airports under discussion. Additional guidance was provided by Congress to the FAA to
be cognizant of the economic considerations of any proposed rule. Further the FAA was to
examine regulatory alternatives and to select from those alternatives the least costly, most cost-
effective or the least burdensome alternative that will provide adequate safety at these airports.

This working group in its deliberations reviewed all facets of FAR Part 139. During initial fact
finding, airport managers along with experts in the fields of aircraft rescue and firefighting, risk
management, and airfield lighting were interviewed; the views of the industry representatives on
the working group and accident records were also considered.

Based on our analysis, it is the majority opinion that no demonstrated need exists to support full
certification of these airports. The working group did discover, however, that a professional
airport management structure was absent at many of the airports.  Consequently, it is
recommended that more guidance and assistance be provided to the affected airports concerning
basic operations and safety plans; and that a reasonable approach with achievable enhancements
to safety and more structure will meet with intent of providing one level of safety.

Initially, it was the majority view that a non-regulatory program, based on industry standards,
would meet the needs of these airports. In the interim, the FAA changed its position concerning
a flexible program and asked the working group to re-focus its efforts and to make
recommendation concerning a regulatory program, eliminating from further discussion a non-
regulatory program.

Unfortunately, consensus could not be reached. ALPA has been unyielding in its position,
resulting in the submission of a minority report. Consensus could not be achieved in those areas
where the majority recognized that full compliance with a specific provision of FAR Part 139




would be too burdensome or costly for a small airport to implement. The majority position
offers an achievable alternative.

The majority viewpoint differs from the minority in six (6) areas:
1) Marking and Lighting
2) Aircraft Rescue and F irefighting (ARFF)
3) Handling and Storage of Hazardous Materials
4) Airport Emergency Plan
5) Ground Vehicles
6) Wildlife Hazard Management

Only the 6 areas which lack consensus are further discussed. The majority opinion is presented
as follows:

Section XYZ.311 Marking and Lighting

Par. a(3) The majority believes that taxi guidance signs should be provided and that airports
who currently have retroreflective signs, those signs should continue to be considered acceptable.
The majority believes when a currently unlighted taxiway becomes lighted then the signs on that
taxiway should be illuminated as a part of that project. The majority believes that to unilaterally
and immediately mandate that all taxi guidance signs are to be illuminated would be an undue
economic burden. The costs for such a project go beyond the acquisition of signs alone. It may
very well require an upgrade/replacement of a complete lighting circuit or an electric vault.
Again, there is no demonstrated problem at these airports which warrants an immediate mandate
of this kind. The recurrent O&M costs of lighted signs was also a consideration in the majority
opinion.

The potential economic impact of this rule alone on small airport sponsors could be staggering.
The majority believes the limited dollars available to these airport operators would be better
spent elsewhere.

Section XYZ .315 . XYZ.317, XYZ.319
Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting

This, more than any other issue, defines the differences between the majority and the minority.

An FAA analysis of ten years of Part 135 aircraft accidents demonstrated there were no cases
where the presence of ARFF equipment on an airport would have made a difference in saving
lives. In each case, the unfortunate victims were killed from trauma related to impact or for
causes which an ARFF response would have made no difference. The FAA’s own cost/benefit
analysis presented to the working group clearly shows that there is no economic Jjustification for
ARFF based at these airports.

The majority opinion is that emphasis should be placed on accident/incident preparedness with
existing community resources. The majority believes the quality of the response (skills and
training of the professional “off-airport” firefighters) would exceed those of an airport mechanic
driving a pick-up truck with a skid-mounted ARFF unit as suggested by the minority. The very




real potential is for this individual to become an additional victim by attempting to do the right
thing and getting hurt or worse in the process.

The majority recommends that both ARFF and the first responder medical response to the airport
be specifically covered in Section XYX.325 Airport Emergency Plan . The majority believes it
should be imperative that mutual aid agreements and response plans for these services be
developed, signed and made a part of the emergency plan.

The minority believes a three (3) minute ARFF response time to the mid-point of the furthest
runway is essential. We respectfully disagree for several reasons. First, as mentioned above,
ARFF has not been proven to save lives in regional aircraft accidents, therefore, the arbitrary
response time of three minutes is meaningless. Second, this response time would essentially
mandate that an ARFF vehicle be positioned on the airport; a true and substantial economic
burden to these small communities. The minority will make the case that they do not mandate
that ARFF be on the field however, the three minute response time would essentially require the
same. Third, the majority believes the response time for responding units will vary with the
resources of the community served. We do not feel the regulation should mandate a specific
response time but rather allow the FAA and the airport to define the response time on a case-by-
case basis and then make it part of the Emergency Plan. Fourth, the relatively low level of
operations by regional carriers at these airports and low annual enplanements would make
landing fees (ergo, ticket prices) potentially prohibitive if the cost of ARFF is to be recovered.
Let’s not forget that many of these locations are Essential Air Service (EAS) locales with
minimal operations per day and few passengers.

Having stated the above, the majority is in agreement with the minority that the equipment which
responds to the airport should meet Index A requirements. Our differences lie as to where the
equipment is housed and the response time.

Section XYZ.321 Handling and Storage of Hazardous Materials

The minority feels the existing language in Part 139.321 defines the minimum requirements
related to this issue. The_majority is of the opinion that this detail of sophistication is not
necessary at these smaller facilities. Our opinion is that currently there may be nothing which
formally addresses the handling of hazardous materials at these airports. We concur that the
issue should not be ignored and that procedures should be established in conjunction with local
fire codes.

The majority feels that mandating the equivalent of Part 139.321 tenant fueling agent training
and certification requirements would be excessive for airports with this level of commercial
activity. Again, there is no known problem which needs correcting. The majority feels our
proposed language outlined in the attached as XYZ.321 addresses the preparedness and safety
issues associated with hazardous material handling without being overly burdensome.

Section XYZ.325 Airport Emergency Plan

Par (c)(1) As discussed in the previous section, the majority believes ARFF coverage should be
described in the Emergency Plan but does not have to be located on the airport.




Par (g)(4) and (g)(5)  The majority believes the cost of a full scale airport emergency plan
exercise is overly burdensome for this size airport. It was our intent to expand upon the current
FAR Part 139 requirement for a “table top” exercise each year by requiring these airports to
conduct an actual “walk through” with all parties having responsibilities under the plan. The
walk through would include a field tour, identification of staging areas, perimeter security
requirements, etc. as well as the scenario-based table top exercise under the present Part 139.

The majority believes the potential for an air carrier accident at these low use facilities is
minimal. The majority believes, however, pre-planning is important for even such a rare
incident and that familiarization with the airport environs is especially important for the off-
airport responders. We believe requiring a full scale drill every third year is excessive.

This issue was the source of significant debate by the working group. The majority took the
approach that the new regulation is defining minimum requirements for these airports. There is
certainly no prohibition if an airport operator elects to conduct a full scale exercise, however, in
developing minimum standards we believe an annual walk through should be an essential aspect

for local emergency response preparedness.

Section XYZ.329 Ground Vehicles

The majority believes paragraphs .329 (e) and (D) of the existing Part 139 (we have renamed as
XYZ.329 (a) and (b) in the attached) are necessary for the safe operation of ground vehicles at
these essentially general aviation airports. Many of these airports do not have towers or the
volume of vehicular traffic on movement areas to warrant the current Part 139 requirements.

The majority does feel it is important for an airport operator to familiarize employees, tenants
and contractors with proper safety procedures while on movement areas, however, other current
Part 139 requirements are operationally or economically excessive considering the limited
commercial activity at these airports.

Section XYZ.337 Wildlife Hazard Management

The majority believes many of the provisions of the existing Part 139.337 would be
economically burdensome for airports of this size. It is the majority opinion that 139.337 (f) and
(8) (renamed XYZ.337 (a) and (b) in the attached) are sufficient for the safe operation of these
airports. Many of these airports do not have complete perimeter fences or other measures which
could be used to deter wildlife access to the Air Operations Area (AOA). The majority believes
the immediate removal of the wildlife hazard whenever detected is a reasonable requirement on
an airport operator.

To require an airport operator with limited financial resources to hire a consultant to study a
potential wildlife “problem” and to begin establishing priorities for habitat modification etc. is,
we believe, excessive. Again, any operator who elects to do a study of wildlife issues at their
airport would be free to do so. But as a minimum, we feel it is essential the airport operator have
a plan to remove the hazard whenever detected.
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Conclusion
The majority view takes into account several known facts:

1) There is no demonstrated statistical (accidents) justification for certification of airports
serving commercial carriers with 10-30 seats;

2) The cost of full Part 139 compliance at these facilities would be high and would create
an economic burden to the small communities they serve ;

3) The enplanements at these facilities are nominal, in fact, several are served by
Essential Air Service (EAS) carriers who are subsidized to provide air service. The cost of any
certification efforts will certainly increase the cost of doing business for carriers serving these
airports;

4) To significantly increase the cost of doing business at these facilities translates into
higher airline ticket prices, which discourages people from flying, puts them on the highways and
could lead to more deaths;

5) Airports serving commercial carriers with aircraft of 10-30 seats, however, should
provide an adequate level of safety to its users. Further, it could be argued that some level of
federal guidance and oversight is appropriate to ensure the public is adequately protected;

6) To this end, considering the minimal risk of injury or death at these airports today, any
such federal regulation should be reasonable, sufficient to correct any known deficiency and the
least costly to implement to achieve this level of safety.

The majority feels it has kept the above in mind during the ARAC-WG process. The majority
recommendations enhance safety at these airports while not becoming overly burdensome
economically. The minority (ALPA) has a difference of opinion in the scope and scale of these
safety enhancements. Their opinion was clearly and openly stated as an attempt to maximize the
safety of their union members.

The majority recognizes the union’s efforts to protect its members is a noble one and that their
recommendations are clearly based on existing Part 139 requirements. The majority feels the
comparative low activity and minimal financial resources at these smaller airports will not
support the type of infrastructure necessary to fully comply with the most burdensome aspects of
the existing Part 139 requirements; nor are they justified under current cost/benefit analysis
techniques.

The ARAC-WG mission was to investigate measures to ensure adequate airport safety at
facilities served by commercial carriers with aircraft having 10-30 seats. This mission was taken
seriously. Numerous volunteer hours and thousands of non-federal dollars were spent to
analyze all aspects of the issue. The majority viewpoint attached clearly will enhance safety at
these facilities. To go beyond these recommendations will provide additional burdens without
any quantifiable increase in safety.
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ARAC COMMUTER AIRPORT
CERTIFICATION WORKING GROUP

CERTIFICATON OF AIRPORTS
SERVED BY COMMERCIAL
AIRCRAFT WITH 10-30 SEATS

MINORITY POSITION

The Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA), representing 43,000 pilots who fly for 38 airlines,

herewith submits its minority position documentation required per Operating Procedures for the

ARAC, Section V, C., as pertains to the work of the ARAC Commuter Airport Certification

Working Group (WG). ALPA is pleased that the majority of this working group is also

submitting recommendations aimed at certification of these airports instead of a voluntary, non- |
regulatory industry standard, as it previously announced to the Airport Certification Issues Group. |
We have been a long-time proponent of creating one level of safety for airport standards and we

encourage the FAA to complete this process by issuing a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking which

will make this worthy goal a reality.

Also, we have received a copy of the Executive Summary submitted by the WG, with which we
have substantial disagreement. As was explained to the WG’s chair, instead of a concise
explanation of the WG’s actions and conclusions, the summary is largely constituted of arguments
against airport certification and arguments favoring the majority position. It also contains some
erroneous and misleading information and is, we believe, inappropriately and unnecessarily critical
of the FAA. We asked that the summary be substantially amended to correct these problems or
that a minority position on the summary be included in same, but neither request was honored. As
a result, it should be understood that the minority cannot endorse the contents of the Executive

Summary.

The certification of small airports serving scheduled air carriers is an important and necessary
action which will help ensure that one level of safety is the goal of all involved in providing
scheduled, regional airline transportation, regardless of the number of seats an aircraft may have.
The FAA has previously developed requirements, which the regional airline community has
embraced, that will bring 10-30 seat aircraft under the purview of the FAR Part 121 program.
Part 121 requires that airports served by regulated air carriers be certificated; the
recommendations of the ARAC-WG will be most helpful to the FAA in making a determination as
to how this should be accomplished.




ALPA is pleased that the majority and minority positions are identical, or nearly so, in all but a
few sections of the proposed recommendations. Following are our comments on areas of
disagreement.

XYZ.311, Marking and Lighting -- The majority calls for a requirement for retro-reflective
signs on taxiways and other movement areas. They believe that such a requirement is adequate to
meet the needs of regional airline aircraft and they also point out the costs associated with a
requirement to provide lighted signs on these areas.

ALPA, recognizing the potential costs associated with a requirement that all affected airports
install lighted signs, is of the view that (1) lit taxiways should have lit taxiway signs and (2) unlit
taxiways should install, at a minimum, retro-reflective signs with internally illuminated signs
preferred. We take this position because of the fact that, depending on the aircraft and the
placement of its taxi light(s) (e.g., on the nose wheel), retro-reflective signs may be not visible to
pilots.

ALPA's position is superior to the majority's because (1) it would more nearly comply with the
desired goal of standardizing airport accident prevention measures on all airports and (2) it would
only require lit signs where a lighting system is already in place, giving airports the option to
utilize retro-reflective signs until such a system is installed. We would also note that airfield
improvements are capital expenditures which would be AlP-eligible at the 90% level.

XYZ.315, 317 and 319: Aircraft Rescue and F irefighting -- ALPA believes the majority's
position on requiring an ARFF response per current FAR Part 139 may be summarized as follows:

1. From the perspective of someone involved in an aircraft accident, a timely, trained and well-
equipped ARFF response to aircraft incidents and accidents is very desirable.

2. The provision of such a response has not always resulted in saving lives because survivors
often extricate themselves from an accident aircraft prior to the arrival of an on-airport ARFF
response.

3. Because the costs are deemed too high and the resultant benefits too low, the majority does
not favor a requirement for ARFF at the affected airports.

The majority position calls for a requirement to include an ARFF response within the airport's
emergency plan; however, the majority is opposed to any requirement that the ARFF response
demonstrate a capability to arrive at the midpoint of the farthest runway serving air carrier
operations within three minutes as required by the present Part 139. The majority is of the view
that remotely located (e.g., 10 miles from the airport) ARFF equipment would be acceptable for
the purpose of providing an ARFF response.

ALPA's position favors a requirement for an ARFF response with a demonstrated three-minute
maximum response capability because the FAA's own tests have demonstrated that an aircraft fire
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will normally produce an unsurvivable cabin environment in four minutes or less. However, we
fully recognize the financial limitations of some, not all, affected airports and realize that
providing full-time, professional firefighters at some of these airports may result in loss of airline
service or an unreasonable financial burden. Obviously, a balanced approach to this problem is
essential in order to realize improvements.

With respect to a cost-benefit analysis for small airport ARFF provisions, some representatives of

the airport community, not affiliated with the ARAC-WG, have argued vociferously for many

years that there is inadequate cost-benefit to provide ARFF at any certificated airports. We |
believe this rationale is flawed, in part because of demands by the public, flight crews and cabin |
crews that a serious effort be made to save their lives from burning aircraft regardless of how

successful such actions may be. The majority, in our view, understands the human compassion

element of this issue, but is unwilling to recommend the level of ARFF desired by ALPA because

of concerns that doing so will "break the bank" and/or result in loss of airline service. Again,

ALPA is sensitive to this concern, but the majority's position infers that if any of the affected

airports cannot afford a full-time professional ARFF response, then none of them should be

required to develop ARFF capabilities or improvements needed to meet current minimum FAA

standards. We strongly disagree with this "all or nothing" approach.

The majority and ALPA agree that provision of ARFF-related capital costs (i.e., a truck, storage
space and some equipment) is not a serious obstacle for most of the affected airports; ongoing,
expensive and non-AlP eligible personnel costs may be an obstacle, however. Accordingly,
provided below are several viable options of providing the personnel needed for an ARFF
response at the affected airports which could be required by the FAA at the various airports based
on the airport/community's individual resources:

1. ARFF provided by local fire station -- Some airports having a full or limited certificate use this
option today. Fire fighting equipment and personnel "stand by" during air carrier operations
in order to comply with FAR Part 139's ARFF requirements. This may be a low- or no-cost
option to the airport, depending on local governance.

2. Site local community fire station at the airport -- Certain locales may be able to site the fire
station at the airport to serve the needs of both the town/city and the airport. By doing so, a
three-minute response time could be achieved, using professional fire fighters, with equipment
and personnel dedicated to the airport’s needs when airline operations are being conducted.

3. Full-time, paid professional fire fighters -- Carlsbad, California, may be an example of an
airport that could afford to hire full-time ARFF personnel. The airport has an average 371
monthly departures and an estimated 40,000 annual enplanements, which is more than some
currently-certificated airports.

4. Cross-trained and utilized airport-based employees -- Numerous airports train and use their
- employees to provide different types of services, including ARFF, police, emergency medical
care, etc. Such employees would not necessarily be airport employees; they could be
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employees of an FBO or the tenant air carrier. No additional personnel costs would be
required if enough airport-based employees can be located to perform this work.

5. Part-time employees -- An airport could employ retired firefighters, off-duty firefighters, off-
duty policemen or others who need a supplemental income. This option could be low-cost
and not require provision of the normal benefits offered to full-time employees.

6. Trained auxiliary firefighters, paid or volunteer -- Small communities can field auxiliary fire
departments based at an affected airport to meet ARFF personnel requirements in whole or in
part. Such arrangements work well at many small communities throughout the country and
utilize the services of people from all walks of life. Little or no additional personnel costs
would be required.

7. Combination of options 1-6 -- Some airports may utilize some combination of the above
options depending on individual needs and financial capabilities.

In summary, there are numerous options available to the affected airports other than a simple
"yes" or "no" to the question of whether they can afford to hire professional, full-time ARFF
personnel. We would also note that the FAA currently retains the right, via Part 139.111, to
specifically exempt any airport from certain ARFF requirements which are deemed unreasonable
at a particular location.

Following are other points we believe should be recognized by the FAA during its deliberations
on the subject of ARFF service requirements for the affected airports:

* The victims of aircraft accidents and incidents at the affected airports are currently left to fend
for themselves after such an event. The November 19, 1996 accident at Quincy, Ilinois,
involving the survivable collision of a regional airline’s B1900 aircraft and a general aviation
aircraft highlights that problem. In our view, there were needless fatalities as a result of that
accident which very likely would have been avoided had the airport been required to provide
an ARFF response to the accident. Conversations of ALPA representatives with officials
there indicate that trapped occupants cried out for help after the accident, but perished
because pedestrians who ran to the scene moments after the accident were not equipped to
open the aircraft doors or suppress a fire. The circumstances of this accident shreds the
assertion by the airport and regional airline community that airport safety at such small
airports is already acceptable and that airport certification and ARFF requirements are
solutions in search of a problem. ARFF provisions at small airports are clearly inadequate - in
other words, we have been lucky to avoid more such accidents in the past, not good.




We would further note that shortly before the B1900 accident, a DC-9 charter operation was
provided stand-by ARFF services to comply with FAA requirements — once the DC-9
departed, the ARFF equipment left also and was absent from the field at the time of the
accident. The occupants of the regional airliner deserved the same level of ARFF capability
provided to the occupants of the DC-9.

Many of the scheduled aircraft using the affected airports are operated in a code-sharing
arrangement with a national or major airline. As a result, the traveling public often does not
know what type of equipment they are flying on, much less that flying into and out of the
affected airports means that they will not be afforded an adequate ARFF response in the event
of an accident or incident.

The International Civil Aviation Organization ICAO) Annex 14 contains a Standard on this
subject which reads, "Rescue and fire fighting equipment and services shall be provided at an
aerodrome.” The U.S. does not currently enforce this standard at the affected airports. Asa
result, the U.S. lags numerous countries which provide ARFF for all airports serving
scheduled air carrier aircraft including the U.K., Finland, Belgium, France, Japan, the
Netherlands, Norway, Singapore and Sweden.

The number of enplanements is not a good predictor of an airport's ability to afford full
certification; the GAO found in 1987 that 33 certificated airports had fewer passenger
enplanements than did 17 uncertificated airports. Relatedly, it was determined during the
WG's study that 25 airports without scheduled airline service voluntarily maintain a "full" FAA
airport certificate, including the provision of an adequate ARFF response per Part 139.

ARFF equipment and personnel at currently-certificated airports are used for more than just
aircraft accidents and any determination of cost-benefit should acknowledge that fact. Two
examples:

BWI Airport, which has never had an airliner crash, utilized its ARFF capabilities 1,906
times in 1995. Paramedics responded to 65 percent of the calls for personal medical

- problems; the firefighters were called 60 times to respond to a potential problem with an
aircraft. BWI enplaned 13 million passengers in 1995.

Huntington, WV -- In 1992, this airport had 10 ARFF stand-by's for potential problems,
six occasions where ARFF vehicles followed an aircraft on the runway as a precaution,

one assistance during an emergency and two medical calls. Huntington enplaned 115,000
passengers in 1992.
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The ARAC-WG has produced preliminary ARFF-related costs, which are reproduced here for
discussion purposes:

AIRORT-BORNE COSTS (all are averages and assume 90% federal and a 5% state match)

Initial Capital Costs

Truck -- $80,000 @ 5% = $4,000

Equipment -- $2000@5%=$% 100

Storage Facility -  $75,000 @ 5% = $3,750

TOTAL $7,850

Ongoing Annual Capital Costs (AIP-eligible) |
Equipment -- $700 @ %5 =$ 35 %
Initial O&M Costs (Non-AIP Eligible)

Training -- =$ 6,440

Additional labor -- = $20,000*

TOTAL $26,440

*(The majority calls for 2 individuals at $40,000 annually; we believe this figure can be greatly
reduced, on average, using one of the no-cost/low-cost personnel options identified above.)

Ongoing Annual O&M Costs (Non-AlIP Eligible)

Truck Maintenance -- =$ 5,000
Additional labor -- = $20,000
Training -- =$ 4,630
TOTAL $29,630

Neither the majority nor ALPA has the resources to conduct a case-by-case analysis of the ability
of the affected airports to fund a new ARFF requirement and for that reason, it has not been
accomplished. In fact, airport-produced estimates of certification costs varied so widely as to be
of little use to the WG. We believe that the affected airports and their municipalities, working
with their carrier(s) and the FAA, are in the best position to develop a financial methodology for
complying with an ARFF requirement. The small average amounts we believe are required for
ARFF could be readily obtained by most airports through higher landing fees or other rates and
charges.

ALPA's position is superior to the majority's because it recognizes that numerous small airports

are already providing an adequate ARFF response and most, if not all, the others can and should

be required to do so to protect the flying public. The ALPA position also recognizes that those
airports which cannot reasonably provide or obtain ARFF services have available to them an
exemption process which the FAA can utilize for the very purpose of precluding unreasonable and |
burdensome ARFF costs. This knowledge can then be transmitted to the pilots who would
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then be aware of the inadequacies of the emergency equipment at this airport. The majority's
proposal will merely codify the status quo by naming which off-airport fire station will be called in
the event of an emergency.

XYZ.321, Handling and Storing of Hazardous Substances and Materials -- The majority
proposes to strike all of the language in this section and replace it with very general language
calling for establishment of hazmat handling procedures and meeting the local codes for aircraft
refueling. The majority does so on the basis that the airport operators at the affected airports
should not be burdened by complying with the regulation as written.

ALPA believes that this section should be retained in its entirety because (1) we believe that the
requirements contained therein are good, common-sense procedures which any and all airports
should comply with, (2) local fire codes may not address aircraft refueling or have the level of
specificity needed for hazmat handling on aircraft, (3) the FAA economic analysis found that
"there would be no compliance costs for the airport” as a result of compliance with this section,
and (4) we disagree that compliance would be burdensome as airport operator comments attest.

We believe the ALPA position is superior to the majority's because it will not result in greater
costs to the airport and it will ensure that proven safety procedures are utilized at the affected
airports.

XYZ.329, Ground Vehicles -- The majority favors striking much of the regulatory requirements
contained in this section on the basis that airports would shoulder an increased degree of liability
and some small additional costs for two-way radios.

ALPA believes that the affected airports are long overdue for an increased degree of responsibility
and liability since they are the only unregulated party within the National Airspace System. The
costs associated with complying with this section are very minimal and many of the airports
already perform the functions described herein, as the FAA’s economist assigned to the WG
discovered.

We believe the ALPA position is supeﬁor to the majority's because it will not result in much, if
any, greater costs and will ensure that proven safety procedures are utilized at the affected

airports.

XYZ.337, Wildlife Hazard Management --The majority favors deleting nearly all of the existing
section and replacing it with a requirement to take immediate measures to alleviate wildlife
hazards whenever they are detected. This position is based on concerns about the potential for
expensive wildlife management studies and remedies dictated to them by state and federal
agencies.

ALPA is cognizant of the potential costs involved with compliance with the section in question.

However, it has been repeatedly demonstrated that airport personnel, whether at large or small
airports, often do not have the expertise to develop effective measures for mitigating wildlife
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hazards. The wildlife hazard to aviation is a difficult and burgeoning one which should be taken
seriously by the small airport operator. For that Teason, we recommend retaining the language in
this section.

We believe that ALPA position is superior to the majority's because it will help ensure that

professional wildlife management techniques are utilized to control wildlife problems at the
affected airports.
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C. Part XYZ-Certification And Operations:
Land Airports Serving Certain Air Carriers




D. PART XYZ—-CERTIFICATION AND OPERATIONS: LAND AIRPORTS SERVING
CERTAIN AIR CARRIERS
Subpart A—-General

Sec.

XYZ. 1 Applicability.

XYZ.3 Definitions.

XYZ.5 Standards and procedures for compliance with the certification and
operations requirements of this part.

Subpart B—Certification

XYZ. 101  Certification requirements: General.
XYZ. 103  Application for certificate.

XYZ. 105 Inspection authority.

XYZ. 107  Issuance of certificate.

XYZ. 109  Duration of certificate.

XYZ. 111  Exemptions.

XYZ. 113  Deviations.

Subpart C—-Airport Certification Manual and Airport Certification
Specifications

XYZ.201  Airport operating certificate: Airport certification manual.

XYZ.203  Preparation of airport certification manual.

XYZ.205 Contents of airport certification manual.

XYZ.207 Maintenance of airport certification manual.

XYZ.209  Limited airport operating certificate: Airport certification
specifications.

XYZ.211  Preparation of airport certification specifications.

XYZ.213  Contents of airport certification specifications.

XYZ.215  Maintenance of airport certification specifications.

XYZ.217  Amendment of airport certification manual or airport certification
specifications.

Subpart D—-Operations

XYZ.301 Inspection authority.

XYZ. 303  Personnel.

XYZ.305 Paved areas.

XYZ.307 Unpaved areas.

XYZ.309 Safety areas.

XYZ.311  Marking and lighting.

XYZ.313  Snow and ice control.

XYZ.315  Aircraft rescue and firefighting: Index determination.
XYZ.317  Aircraft rescue and firefighting: Equipment and agents.
XYZ.319  Aircraft rescue and firefighting: Operational requirements.
XYZ.321  Handling and storing of hazardous substances and materials.
XYZ.323  Traffic and wind direction indicators.

XYZ.325  Airport emergency plan.

XYZ. 327  Self-inspection program.

XYZ.329  Ground vehicles.

XYZ.331  Obstructions.
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XYZ.333  Protection of navaids.

XYZ.335  Public protection.

XYZ.337  Wildlife hazard management.

XYZ.339  Airport condition reporting.

XYZ.341  Identifying, marking, and reporting construction and other
unserviceable areas.

XYZ.343  Noncomplying conditions.
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PART XYZ~-CERTIFICATION AND OPERATIONS: LAND AIRPORTS SERVING

CERTAIN AIR CARRIERS
MAJORITY POSITION MINORITY POSITION
Subpart A-General Subpart A—General

Sec. XYZ.1 Applicability.

This part prescribes rules governing the
certification and operation of land airports
which serve any scheduled er—unscheduled
passenger operation of an air carrier that is
conducted with an aircraft having a seating
capacity of 10 to mere—then 30 passengers
(excluding Alaskan airports). This part does not
apply to airports at which air carrier passenger
operations are conducted only by reason of the
airport being designated as an alternate airport.

Sec. XYZ.3 Definitions.

The following are definitions of terms as used in
this part:

AFFF means aqueous film forming foam agent.
Air carrier means a person who holds or who is
required to hold an air carrier operating
certificate issued under this chapter while
operating aircraft having a seating capacity of
10 to mere-than 30 passengers.

Air carrier aircraft means an aircraft with a
seating capacity of 10 to mere—than 30
passengers which is being operated by an air
carrier.

Air carrier operation means the takeoff or
landing of an air carrier aircraft and includes the
period of time from 15 minutes before and until
15 minutes after the takeoff or landing.

Airport means an area of land or other hard
surface, excluding water, that is used or
intended to be used for the landing and takeoff
of aircraft, and includes its buildings and
facilities, if any.

Airport operating certificate means a certificate,
issued under this part, for operation of an airport
serving scheduled operations of air carriers.

Sec. XYZ.1 Applicability.

This part prescribes rules governing the
certification and operation of land airports
which serve any scheduled er—unscheduled
passenger operation of an air carrier that is
conducted with an aircraft having a seating
capacity of 10 to mere—than 30 passengers
(excluding Alaskan airports). This part does not
apply to airports at which air carrier passenger
operations are conducted only by reason of the
airport being designated as an alternate airport.

Sec. XYZ.3 Definitions.

The following are definitions of terms as used in
this part:

AFFF means aqueous film forming foam agent.
Air carrier means a person who holds or who is
required to hold an air carrier operating
certificate issued under this chapter while
operating aircraft having a seating capacity of
10 to mere-than 30 passengers.

Air carrier aircraft means an aircraft with a
seating capacity of 10 to mere—thar 30
passengers which is being operated by an air
carrier.

Air carrier operation means the takeoff or
landing of an air carrier aircraft and includes the
period of time from 15 minutes before and until
15 minutes after the takeoff or landing.

Airport means an area of land or other hard
surface, excluding water, that is used or
intended to be used for the landing and takeoff
of aircraft, and includes its buildings and
facilities, if any.

Airport operating certificate means a certificate,
issued under this part, for operation of an airport
serving scheduled operations of air carriers.
Average daily departures means the average
number of scheduled departures per day of air
carrier aircraft computed on the basis of the
busiest 3 consecutive months of the
immediately preceding 12 calendar months;
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MAJORITY POSITION

ble-to-the-Adsmin

Certificate holder means the holder of an airport

operating certificate under this Part.

or-a-Hmited

Movement area means the runways, taxiways,
and other areas of an airport which are used for
taxiing or hover taxiing, air taxiing, takeoff, and
landing of aircraft, exclusive of loading ramps
and aircraft parking areas.

Regional Airports Division Manager means the
airports division manager for the FAA region in
which the airport is located.

Safety area means a designated area abutting the
edges of a runway or taxiway intended to reduce
the risk of damage to an aircraft inadvertently
leaving the runway or taxiway.

Wildlife hazard means a potential for a
damaging aircraft collision with wildlife on or
near an airport. As used in this part, "wildlife"
includes domestic animals while out of the
control of their owners.

MINORITY POSITION

except that if the average daily departures are
expected to increase, then "average daily
departures" may be determined by planned
rather than current activity in a manner
acceptable to the Administrator.

Certificate holder means the holder of an airport
operating certificate under this Part. er-alimited

Movement area means the runways, taxiways,
and other areas of an airport which are used for
taxiing or hover taxiing, air taxiing, takeoff, and
landing of aircraft, exclusive of loading ramps
and aircraft parking areas.

Regional Airports Division Manager means the
airports division manager for the FAA region in
which the airport is located.

Safety area means a designated area abutting the
edges of a runway or taxiway intended to reduce
the risk of damage to an aircraft inadvertently
leaving the runway or taxiway.

Wildlife hazard means a potential for a
damaging aircraft collision with wildlife on or
near an airport. As used in this part, "wildlife"
includes domestic animals while out of the
control of their owners.
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MAJORITY POSITION

Sec. XYZ.5 Standards and procedures for
compliance with the certification
and operations requirements of this part.

Certain requirements prescribed by Subparts C
and D of this part must be complied with in a
manner acceptable to the Administrator. FAA
Advisory Circulars contain standards and
procedures that are acceptable to the
Administrator for compliance with Subparts C
and D. Some of these advisory circulars are
referenced in specific sections of this part. The
standards and procedures in them, or other
standards and procedures approved by the
Administrator, may be used to comply with
those sections.

MINORITY POSITION

Sec. XYZ.5 Standards and procedures for
compliance with the certification
and operations requirements of this part.

Certain requirements prescribed by Subparts C
and D of this part must be complied with in a
manner acceptable to the Administrator. FAA
Advisory Circulars contain standards and
procedures that are acceptable to the
Administrator for compliance with Subparts C
and D. Some of these advisory circulars are
referenced in specific sections of this part. The
standards and procedures in them, or other
standards and procedures approved by the
Administrator, may be used to comply with
those sections. .
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MAJORITY POSITION
Subpart B—Certification

Sec. XYZ.101 Certification requirements:
general.

(a) No person may operate a land airport in any
State of the United States, the District of
Columbia, or any territory or possession of the
United States, serving any scheduled passenger
operation of an air carrier operating an aircraft
having a seating capacity of 10 to mere-than-30
passengers without an airport operating

certificate, or in violation of that certificate, the
applicable provisions of this part, or the
approved airport certification manual for that
airport.

Sec. XYZ.103 Application for certificate.

(@) Each applicant for an airport operating
certificate er—a—limited airpert—operating
eertificate-must submit an application, in a form
and in the manner prescribed by the
Administrator, to the Regional Airports
Division Manager.

(b) The application must be accompanied by
two copies of an airport certification manual-e£

approprate; as prepared in accordance with
Subpart C of this part.

Sec. XYZ.105 Inspection authority.

Each applicant
certificate  er—a—limited—airport operating
eertifieate-must allow the Administrator to make
any inspections, including unannounced

for an airport operating

MINORITY POSITION

Subpart B—Certification

Sec. XYZ.101 Certification requirements:
general.

(a) No person may operate a land airport in any
State of the United States, the District of
Columbia, or any territory or possession of the
United States, serving any scheduled passenger
operation of an air carrier operating an aircraft
having a seating capacity of 10 to mere-than-30
passengers without an airport operating
certificate, or in violation of that certificate, the
applicable provisions of this part, or the
approved airport certification manual for that
airport.

Sec. XYZ.103 Application for certificate.

(a) Each applicant for an airport operating
certificate or—a—limited ai i
eertifieate-must submit an application, in a form
and in the manner prescribed by the
Administrator, to the Regional Airports
Division Manager.

(b) The application must be accompanied by
two copies of an airport certification manual-ex

apprepriate; as prepared in accordanc’e with
Subpart C of this part.

Sec. XYZ.105 Inspection authority.

Each applicant for an airport operating

certificate operating
eertifieate-must allow the Administrator to make

any inspections, including unannounced
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inspections, or tests to determine compliance

with--
(a)—The—Federal—-Aviation—Act—of1958 —as

amended:-and Title 49,USC44708

(b) The requirements of this part.

Sec. XYZ.107 Issuance of certificate.

(a An appllcant for an airport operating
certificate is entitled to a certificate if--

(1) The provisions of Sec. XYZ.103 of this
subpart are met;

(2) The Administrator, after investigation, finds
that the applicant is properly and adequately
equipped and able to provide a safe airport
operating environment in accordance with--

(1) Subpart D of this part, and

(i) Any limitations which the Administrator
finds necessary in the public

interest; and

(3) The Administrator approves the airport
certlﬁcanon manual

Sec. XYZ.109 Duration of certificate.

An airport operating certificate—er—a—limited
a-ineﬁ-epesa-t-mg—eem-ﬁeate issued under this
part is effective until it is surrendered by the
certificate holder or is suspended or revoked by
the Administrator.

inspections, or tests to determine compliance
with--
(a)—"Fhe—FeéefaJ—Awmea—Aet—ef_ngg,_as
amended:-and Title 49,USC44708

(b) The requirements of this part.

Sec. XYZ.107 Issuance of certificate.

(a) An apphcant for an airport operating
certificate is entitled to a certificate if--

(1) The provisions of Sec. XYZ.103 of this
subpart are met;

(2) The Admlmstrator after investigation, finds
that the applicant is properly and adequately
equipped and able to provide a safe airport
operating environment in accordance with--

(1) Subpart D of this part, and

(if) Any limitations which the Admxmstrator
finds necessary in the public

interest; and

(3) The Administrator approves the airport
cemﬁcatxon manual

Sec. XYZ.109 Duration of certificate.

An airport operating certificate—er—a—limited
a#peﬁ—epesaﬁ-ag—eest—:-ﬁeate issued under this
part is effective until it is surrendered by the
certificate holder or is suspended or revoked by
the Administrator.
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MAJORITY POSITION
Sec. XYZ.111 Exemptions.

(@) An applicant or a certificate holder may
petition the Administrator under Sec. 11.25,
Petitions for Rule Making or Exemptions, of
this chapter for an exemption from any
requirement of this part.

(b) An applicant or a certificate holder,
enplaning annually less than one-

quarter of 1 percent of the total number of
passengers enplaned at all air

carrier airports, may petition the Administrator
under Sec. 11.25, Petitions for Rule Making or
Exemptions, of this chapter for an exemption
from all or part of the rescue and firefighting
equipment requirements of this part on the
grounds that compliance with  those
requirements is, or would be, unreasonably
costly, burdensome, or impractical.

(c) Each petition filed under this section must be
submitted in duplicate to the Regional Airports
Division Manager.

Sec. XYZ.113 Deviations.

In emergency conditions requiring immediate
action for the protection of life or property,
involving the transportation of persons by air
carriers, the certificate holder may deviate from
any requirement of Subpart D of this part to the
extent required to meet that emergency. Each
certificate  holder who deviates from a
requirement under this paragraph shall, as soon
as practicable, but not later than 14 days after
the emergency, report in writing to the Regional
Airports Division Manager stating the nature,
extent, and duration of the deviation.

MINORITY POSITION
Sec. XYZ.111 Exemptions.

(3) An applicant or a certificate holder may
petition the Administrator under Sec. 11.25,
Petitions for Rule Making or Exemptions, of
this chapter for an exemption from any
requirement of this part.

(b) An applicant or a certificate holder,
enplaning annually less than one-

quarter of 1 percent of the total number of
passengers enplaned at all air

carrier airports, may petition the Administrator
under Sec. 11.25, Petitions for Rule Making or
Exemptions, of this chapter for an exemption
from all or part of the rescue and firefighting
equipment requirements of this part on the
grounds that compliance with those
requirements is, or would be, unreasonably
costly, burdensome, or impractical.

(c) Each petition filed under this section must be
submitted in duplicate to the Regional Airports
Division Manager.

Sec. XYZ.113 Deviations.

In emergency conditions requiring immediate
action for the protection of life or property,
involving the transportation of persons by air
carriers, the certificate holder may deviate from
any requirement of Subpart D of this part to the
extent required to meet that emergency. Each
certificate holder who deviates from a
requirement under this paragraph shall, as soon
as practicable, but not later than 14 days after
the emergency, report in writing to the Regional
Airports Division Manager stating the nature,
extent, and duration of the deviation.
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MAJORITY POSITION MINORITY POSITION

Subpart C-—Airport Certification Manual Subpart C-Airport Certification Manual

Specificnti Speeifienti

Sec. XYZ.201 Airport operating certificate: Sec. XYZ.201 Airport operating certificate:
Airport certification manual. Airport certification manual.

(@) An applicant for an airport operating (@ An applicant for an airport operating
certificate must prepare, and submit with an certificate must prepare, and submit with an
application, an airport certification manual for application, an airport certification manual for
approval by the Administrator. Only those items approval by the Administrator. Only those items
addressing subjects required for certification addressing subjects required for certification
under this part shall be included in the airport under this part shall be included in the airport
certification manual. certification manual.

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (c) of this (b) Except as provided in paragraph (c) of this
section, each certificate section, each certificate

holder shall comply with an approved airport holder shall comply with an approved airport
certification manual that meets certification manual that meets

the requirements of Secs. XYZ.203 and the requirements of Secs. XYZ.203 and

XYZ.205. _
o . ” hold ” i

applied-te-its-airpert-operations-manual-

Sec. XYZ.203 Preparation of airport Sec. XYZ.203 Preparation of airport
certification manual. certification manual.

(2) Each airport certification manual required by (a) Each airport certification manual required by
this part shall-- this part shall--

(1) Be typewritten and signed by the airport (1) Be typewritten and signed by the airport
operator; operator;

(2) Be in a form that is easy to revise; (2) Be in a form that is easy to revise;

(3) Have the date of initial approval or approval (3) Have the date of initial approval or approval
of the latest revision on each page or item in the of the latest revision on each page or item in the
manual and include a page revision log; and manual and include a page revision log; and

(4) Be organized in a manner helpful to the (4) Be organized in a manner helpful to the
preparation, review, and approval processes. preparation, review, and approval processes.

(b) FAA Advisory Circulars in the XYZ series (b) FAA Advisory Circulars in the XYZ series
contain standards and procedures for the contain standards and procedures for the
development of airport certification manuals development of airport certification manuals
which are acceptable to the Administrator. which are acceptable to the Administrator.
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Sec. XYZ.205 Contents of airport
certification manual.

(a) Each airport certification manual required by
this part shall include operating procedures,
facilities and  equipment descriptions,
responsibility assignments, and any other
information needed by personnel concerned
with operating the airport in order to comply
with--

(1) The provisions of Subpart D of this part; and
(2) Any limitations which the Administrator
finds necessary in the public

interest.

(b) In complying with paragraph (a) of this
section, the airport

certification manual must include at least the
following elements:

(1) Lines of succession of airport operational
responsibility.

(2) Each current exemption issued to the airport
from the requirements of

this part.
(3) Any limitations imposed by the
Administrator.

(4) A grid map or other means of identifying
locations and terrain features

on and around the airport which are significant
to emergency operations.

(5) The system of runway and taxiway
identification.

(6) The location of each obstruction required to
be lighted or marked

within the airport's area of authority.

(7) A description of each movement area
available for air carriers and its

safety areas and each read—deseribed—in—See-
mrﬂ-%k)—ttha-t—sewes—i&—emergencz access
road.

(8) A_ planPrecedures—for avoidance of
interruption or failure during construction

work of utilities serving facilities or navaids
which support air carrier

operations.

(9) A _planPrecedures for maintaining the paved
areas as required by Sec. XYZ.305.

(10) A_planPrecedures for maintaining the
unpaved areas as required by Sec.

XYZ.307.

(11) A_plan Preecedures for maintaining the
safety areas as required by Sec.

XYZ.309.

MINORITY POSITION
Sec. XYZ.205 Contents of airport
certification manual.

(a) Each airport certification manual required by
this part shall include operating procedures,
facilies and  equipment descriptions,
responsibility assignments, and any other
information needed by personnel concerned
with operating the airport in order to comply
with--

(1) The provisions of Subpart D of this part; and
(2) Any limitations which the Administrator
finds necessary in the public

interest.

(b) In complying with paragraph (a) of this
section, the airport

certification manual must include at least the
following elements:

(1) Lines of succession of airport operational
responsibility.

(2) Each current exemption issued to the airport
from the requirements of

this part.
(3) Any limitations imposed by the
Administrator.

(4) A grid map or other means of identifying
locations and terrain features

on and around the airport which are significant
to emergency operations.

(5) The system of runway and taxiway
identification.

(6) The location of each obstruction required to
be lighted or marked

within the airport's area of authority.

(7) A description of each movement area
available for air carriers and its

safety areas and each read—deseribed—in—See-
X¥ZL3H90e—that—serves—it

: _emergency access
road.
A planPrecedures—for

) avoidance
interruption or failure during construction
work of utilities serving facilities or navaids
which support air carrier

operations.

(9) A planPrecedures for maintaining the paved
areas as required by Sec. XYZ.305.

(10) A _planPrecedures for maintaining the
unpaved areas as required by Sec.

XYZ.307.

(11) A plan Precedures for maintaining the
safety areas as required by Sec.

XYZ.309.

of
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(12) A description of, and plan precedures for

maintaining, the marking and

lighting systems as required by Sec. XYZ.311.
(13) A snow and ice control plan as required by
Sec. XYZ.313.

4) ocorint C the-facilities, . :
persopnel-and-procedures
requirements-in-Sees—¥-L-317and

XNZL39-

(1445) A planPreeedures for complying with the
requirements of Sec. XYZ.321

relating to hazardous substances and materials.
(1546) A description of, and a plan precedures
for maintaining, the traffic and wind

direction indicators required by Sec. XYZ.323.
(16+7) An emergency plan as required by Sec.
XYZ.325.

(1748) A planPrecedures for conducting the
self-inspection program as required by

Sec. XYZ.327.

(1849) A plan Precedures for controlling ground
vehicles as required by Sec.

XYZ.329.

(1920) A _plan Precedures for obstruction
removal, marking, or lighting as required

by Sec. XYZ.331.

(202+) A plan Precedures for protection of
navaids as required by Sec. XYZ.333.

(2122) A plan for deseription—ef public
protection as required by Sec. XYZ.335.

(2223 “1 113

. required-by-See—X¥Z-337- A listing of names

and telephone numbers of the persons
responsible for responding to wildlife hazards.
(2324) A plan Preecedures for airport condition
reporting as required by Sec.

XYZ.339.

(2425) A_plan Precedures for identifying,
marking, and reporting construction and

other unserviceable areas as required by Sec.
XYZ.341.

(2526) Any other item which the Administrator
finds is necessary in the

public interest.

MINORITY POSITION
(12) A description of, and plan precedures for

maintaining, the marking and

lighting systems as required by Sec. XYZ.311.
(13) A snow and ice control plan as required by
Sec. XYZ.313.

(14) A description of the facilities, equipment,
personnel, and procedures

for meeting the rescue and firefighting
requirements in Secs. XYZ.317 and

XYZ.319.

(15) A _planPrecedures for complying with the
requirements of Sec. XYZ.321

relating to hazardous substances and materials.
(16) A description of, and a plan precedures for
maintaining, the traffic and wind

direction indicators required by Sec. XYZ.323.
(17) An emergency plan as required by Sec.
XYZ.325.

(18) A_planPreeedures for conducting the self-
inspection program as required by

Sec. XYZ.327.

(19) A plan Precedures for controlling ground
vehicles as required by Sec.

XYZ.329.

(20) A plan Preeedures for obstruction removal,
marking, or lighting as required

by Sec. XYZ.331.

(21) A plan Preeedures for protection of navaids
as required by Sec. XYZ.333.

(22) A plan for deseriptien-ef public protection
as required by Sec. XYZ.335.

(23) A-Wswildlife hazard management plan as
required by Sec. XYZ.337.

(24) A plan Preeedures for airport condition
reporting as required by Sec.

XYZ.339.

(25) A plan Precedures for identifying, marking,
and reporting construction and

other unserviceable areas as required by Sec.
XYZ.341.

(26) Any other item which the Administrator
finds is necessary in the

public interest.
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Sec. XYZ.207 Maintenance
certification manual.

of airport

Each holder of an airport operating certificate
shall--

(a) Keep its airport certification manual current
at all times;

(b) Maintain at least one complete and current
copy of its approved airport certification manual
easily accessible i ;
(c) Furnish the applicable
approved airport certification
manual to the airport personnel responsible for
their implementation;

(d) Make the copy required by paragraph (b) of
this section available for

inspection by the Administrator upon request;
and

(e) Provide the Administrator with one complete
and current copy required

by paragraph (b) of this section.

’
portions of the

MINORITY POSITION

Sec. XYZ.207 Maintenance
certification manual.

of airport

Each holder of an airport operating certificate
shall--

(a) Keep its airport
at all times;

(b) Maintain at least one complete and current
copy of its approved airport certification manual
easily accessible i 3

(c) Fumish the applicable portions of the
approved airport certification

manual to the airport personnel responsible for
their implementation;

(d) Make the copy required by paragraph (b) of
this section available for

inspection by the Administrator upon request;
and

() Provide the Administrator with one complete
and current copy required

by paragraph (b) of this section.

certification manual current
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MAJORITY POSITION MINORITY POSITION

Iv-27




MAJORITY POSITION

MINORITY POSITION

Sec. XYZ.217 Amendment of airport
certification manual-er-airpert

(@) The Regional Airports Division Manager
may amend any airport certification manual ef
i ifieati ifieati approved
under this part, either<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>